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Abstract: 

For general information on the Department of 
Energy's process for implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act, contact: 

Carol Borgstrom, Director 
Office ofNEPA Policy and Compliance (EH-42) 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environment, 
Safety and Health 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence A venue, SW 
Washington, DC 20585 
(202) 586-4600 or leave a message at (800) 472-2756 

The purpose of the Final West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact 
Statement is to provide information on the environmental impacts of the Department of Energy's 
proposed action to ship radioactive wastes that are either currently in storage, or that will be generated 
from operations over the next 10 years, to offsite disposal locations, and to continue its ongoing onsite 
waste management activities. Decommissioning or long-term stewardship decisions will be reached 
based on a separate EIS that is being prepared for that decisionmaking. This EIS evaluates the 
environmental consequences that may result from actions to implement the proposed action, including the 
impacts to the onsite workers and the offsite public from waste transportation and onsite waste 
management. The EIS analyzes a no action alternative, under which most wastes would continue to be 
stored onsite over the next 10 years. It also analyzes an alternative under which certain wastes would be 
shipped to interim offsite storage locations prior to disposal. The Department's preferred alternative is to 
ship wastes to offsite disposal locations. 

Public Comments: 

The WVDP Waste Management EIS was issued in draft on May 16,2003, for public review and 
comment. A public hearing on the Draft EIS was held on June 11, 2003, at the Ashford Office Complex 
near the WVDP site. DOE received comments from 21 individuals, organizations, and agencies. 



A complete copy of the WVDP Waste Management Final EIS can be viewed at: 
http://www.wv.doe.gov/LinkingPages/RevisedEnvironmental%20Impact%20Statement.htm. 
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MEASUREMENTS AND CONVERSIONS 

The following information is provided to assist the reader in understanding certain concepts in this 
document. 

UNITS OF MEASUREMENT 

Measurements in this report are presented in metric units with English units in parentheses. Metric units 
were also used for measurements that are too small to be defined by English units or with data that were 
intended to be presented in metric units. Many metric measurements in this volume include prefixes that 
denote a multiplication factor that is applied to the base standard (for example, 1 centimeter= 
0.01 meter). Table MC-1 presents these metric prefixes. Table MC-2 lists the mathematical values or 
formulas needed for conversion between metric and English units. 

Table MC-1. Metric Prefixes 

Prefix S~mbol Multi}!lication Factor 
deci d 0.1 = w- 1 

centi c o.o1 = w-1 

milli m o.oo1 = w-3 

micro ll o.ooo oo1 = w-6 

nano n o.ooo ooo oo1 = w-9 

J21CO 12 o.ooo ooo ooo oo1 = w- 11 

Table MC-2. Metric Conversion Chart 

To Convert To Metric To Convert From Metric 

Multiply Multiply 
lfYou Know B~ To Get lfYou Know B~ To Get 

Length 
inches 2.54 centimeters centimeters 0.3937 inches 
feet 0.3048 meters meters 3.281 feet 
miles 1.60934 kilometers kilometers 0.6214 miles 

Area 
square feet 0.092903 square meters square meters 10.7639 square feet 
square miles 2.58999 square kilometers square kilometers 0.3861 square miles 

Volume 
gallons 3.7854 liters liters 0.26417 gallons 

Temperature 
Fahrenheit Subtract 32 Celsius Celsius Multiply by Fahrenheit 

then multiply 9/5ths then 
b 5/9ths add 32 
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ROUNDING 

Some numbers have been rounded; therefore, sums and products throughout the document may not be 
consistent. A number was rounded only after all calculations using that number had been made. 
Numbers that are actual measurements were not rounded. 

SCIENTIFIC NOTATION 

Scientific notation is based on the use of positive and negative powers of 10. A number written in 
scientific notation is expressed as the product of a number between 1 and 10 and a positive or negative 
power of 10. 

Examples: 5,000 would be written as 5 x 103 

0.005 would be written as 5 x 10-3 

NUMBERING CONVENTIONS 

The following conventions were used for presenting numbers in the EIS text and tables: 

• Numbers larger than 1 = expressed as whole numbers 

• Numbers X 1 o-' and 1 o-2 = expressed in decimal form 

Examples: 5 x 10- 1 is expressed as 0.5 
5 x 1 o-2 is expressed as 0.05 

• Numbers x 10-3
, 10-4

, and smaller= expressed in scientific notation 
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CHAPTER! 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter introduces the U.S. Department of Energy's proposal for onsite management and offsite 
transportation of radioactive wastes. This chapter describes the types of wastes that are present at the 
site, the site facilities, and the alternatives that the Department has analyzed to meet certain of its 
obligations under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. This chapter includes brief discussions of 
other National Environmental Policy Act documents that are relevant to the proposed action and 
alternatives analyzed in this EIS. 

As part of its ongoing West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP), and in accordance with the West 
Valley Demonstration Project Act and previous U.S. Department of Energy (DOE or the Department) 
decisions, DOE proposes to: 

• Continue onsite management ofhigh-level radioactive waste (HLW) until it can be shipped for 
disposal to a geologic repository (assumed for the purposes of analysis to be the proposed Yucca 
Mountain Repository in Nye County, Nevada), 

• Ship low-level radioactive waste (LLW) and mixed (radioactive and hazardous) LLW offsite for 
disposal at DOE or other disposal sites, and 

• Ship transuranic (TRU) radioactive waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) near Carlsbad, 
New Mexico. 

The waste volumes that are the subject of evaluation in this environmental impact statement (EIS) include 
only those wastes that are either currently in storage or that would be generated over the next 10 years 
from ongoing operations and decontamination activities. This EIS analyzes activities that would occur 
during a 1 0-year period. 

The proposed actions and alternatives assessed in this EIS are intended to address DOE's responsibilities 
under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act and are consistent with the terms of the Stipulation of 
Compromise reached with the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes and Radioactive Waste 
Campaign (Appendix A). Implementation of these actions would allow DOE to make progress in 
meeting its obligations under the Act that pertain to waste management, and they are consistent with 
programmatic decisions DOE has made (see Sections 1. 7 .1.2 and 1. 7 .1.4) regarding the waste types 
addressed in this EIS. Those decisions and their respective EISs, as they apply to the WVDP, provide for 
shipping wastes from the West Valley site to other regional or centralized DOE sites for treatment, 
storage, and disposal, as appropriate. The Department has analyzed the potential environmental impacts 
associated with this proposal and reasonable alternatives in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and app!icable NEPA regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (Title 40 ofthe Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508) and DOE (10 CFR 
Part 1021). 

The scope of this EIS is a departure from that which was announced in a March 2001 Notice oflntent 
(NOI) (66 Fed. Reg. 16447 (2001)). DOE modified the scope of the EIS as a result of public comments 
received during scoping and the Department's further evaluation of activities that might be required, and 
independently justified, before final decisions are made on decommissioning and/or long-tenn 
stewardship. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation 
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activities, and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NO I. This change in 
scope is discussed further in Section 1.2, NEPA Compliance Strategy. 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

This section describes the Western New York Nuclear Service Center (the Center) and its associated 
facilities. Also discussed are the activities for which DOE is responsible under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. 

1.1.1 Western New York Nuclear Service Center 

The Center comprises 14 square kilometers (5 square miles) in West Valley, New York, and is located in 
the town of Ashford, approximately 50 kilometers (30 miles) southeast of Buffalo, New York. It was a 
commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing plant and was the only one to have operated in the United States. 
Figure 1-1 shows the locations of the Center and the WVDP Site within the State ofNew York 
(USGS 1979). 

The Center operated under a license issued by the Atomic Energy Commission (now the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission [NRC]) in 1966 to Nuclear Fuel Services, Inc. and the New York State Atomic 
and Space Development Authority, now known as the New York State Energy and Development 
Authority (NYSERDA) (AEC 1966). Under the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, the regulatory 
functions of the Atomic Energy Commission were given to the NRC, which became the licensing 
authority for the Center's operation. 

During reprocessing, spent nuclear fuel from commercial nuclear power plants and DOE sites was 
chopped, dissolved, and processed by a solvent extraction system to recover uranium and plutonium. 
Fuel reprocessing ended in 1972 when the plant was shut down for modifications to increase its capacity, 
reduce occupational radiation exposure, and reduce radioactive effluents. At the time, Nuclear Fuel 
Services, the owner and operator of the reprocessing plant, expected that the modifications would take 
2 years and $15 million to complete. However, between 1972 and 197 6, there were major changes in 
regulatory requirements, including more stringent seismic and tornado siting criteria for nuclear facilities 
and more extensive regulations for radioactive waste management, radiation protection, and nuclear 
material safeguards. In 1976, Nuclear Fuel Services judged that over $600 million would be required to 
modifY the facility to increase its capacity and to comply with these changes in regulatory standards 
(DOE 1978). 

As a result, the company announced its decision to withdraw from the nuclear fuel reprocessing business 
and exercise its contractual right to yield responsibility for the Center to NYSERDA. Nuclear Fuel 
Services withdrew from the Center without removing any of the in-process nuclear wastes. NYSERDA 
now holds title to and manages the Center on behalf of the people of the State of New York. 

In 1978, Congress passed the Department of Energy Act (Pub. L. No. 95-238), which, among other 
things, directed DOE to conduct a study to evaluate possible federal operation or permanent federal 
ownership of the Center and use of the Center for other purposes. DOE issued the Western New York 
Nuclear Service Center Study: Companion Report (DOE 1978) to provide historical perspective and to 
identifY options for the future of the Center. The Companion Report did not attempt to select an option 
for the future of the Center, although it included recommendations that development of technology to 
immobilize liquid HLW be started immediately. Congress subsequently passed the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act (Pub. L. No. 96-368; 42 U.S.C. 2021a) in 1980. 
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1.1.2 The West Valley Demonstration Project Act 

The West Valley Demonstration Project Act requires DOE to demonstrate that the liquid HLW from 
reprocessing can be safely managed by solidifying it at the Center and transporting it to a geologic 
repository for permanent disposal. Specifically, Section 2(a) of the Act directs DOE to: 

1. Solidify HL W by vitrification or such other technology that DOE deems effective, 

2. Develop containers suitable for the permanent disposal of the solidified HL W, 

3. Transport the solidified HL W to an appropriate federal repository for permanent disposal, 

4. Dispose ofthe LLW and TRU waste produced by the HLW solidification program, 1 and 

5. Decontaminate and decommission the waste storage tanks and facilities used to store HL W, the 
facilities used for HL W solidification of the waste, and any material and hardware used in 
connection with the project in accordance with such requirements as the NRC may prescribe. 

In the 20 years since the West Valley Demonstration Project Act was enacted, DOE has succeeded in 
treating 2.3 million liters ( 600,000 gallons) of HL W by vitrification (combining liquid HL W with 
borosilicate glass) and has developed stainless-steel canisters suitable for its permanent disposal 
(actions 1 and 2). The potential environmental impacts of these activities were addressed in the 
Environmental Impact Statement, Long-Term Management of Liquid High-Level Radioactive Wastes 
Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, West Valley (DOE 1982). 

Implementing actions 3, 4, and 5 will require additional waste management and closure activities. This 
WVDP Waste Management EIS evaluates alternatives for meeting DOE's onsite waste management and 
offsite transportation and disposal responsibilities under the Act. As discussed in more detail in 
Section 1.2, the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley 
Demonstration Project and Western New York Nuclear Service Center EIS, hereafter referred to as the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, will address decommissioning and closure 
alternatives. 

1.1.3 Site Facilities 

Several terms are used in this EIS to describe areas, activities, and responsibilities at the Center. These 
were defined in the Cooperative Agreement between United States Department of Energy and New York 
State Energy Research and Development Authority on the Western New York Nuclear Service Center at 
West Valley, New York, October 1, 1980 (DOE 1980b), amended September 18, 1981. The Cooperative 
Agreement terms, as used in this EIS, are: 

1 TRU waste is currently defined by NRC and DOE as waste containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting 
isotopes, with half-lives greater than 20 years, per gram of waste. However, the West Valley Demonstration Project 
Act defined TRU waste as "material contaminated with radioactive elements that have an atomic number greater 
than 92, including neptunium, plutonium, americium, and curium, and that are in concentrations greater than 10 
(emphasis added) nanocuries per gram, or in such other concentrations as the [NRC] may prescribe to protect the 
public health and safety." [In the event wastes are disposed of offsite, the applicable definitions at the disposal site 
will be used.] 
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• The Center- The 14-square-ki1ometer (5-square-mile) Western New York Nuclear Service Center in 
West Valley, New York. 

• The Project or the WVDP- All activities undertaken in carrying out the solidification of the liquid 
HLW at the Center, including (1) solidification ofliquid HLW; (2) preparation ofthe Project 
Premises and Project Facilities to accommodate action 1; (3) development of containers suitable for 
the permanent disposal of the HL W solidified at the Center; ( 4) transportation; ( 5) decontamination of 
facilities used for the Project and decommissioning of the tanks, other facilities at the Center in which 
the solidified wastes were stored, all Project Facilities, and other facilities, material, and hardware 
used in carrying out the solidification of the HLW at the Center; (6) disposal ofLLW, mixed LLW, 
and TRU waste; and (7) all other activities necessary to carry out the foregoing. 

• Project Premises- An area of approximately 0.8 square kilometer (200 acres) within the Western 
New York Nuclear Service Center made available to DOE for carrying out the WVDP. The Project 
Premises include the Project Facilities and the 0.02-square-kilometer (5-acre) NRC-Licensed 
Disposal Area (NDA). 

• Project Facilities- The facilities that NYSERDA made available to DOE to be used in the 
solidification of the HL W at the Center. 

• Retained Premises- The 13-square-kilometer (3,300-acre) portion of the Center, not including the 
Project Premises, retained by NYSERDA. The Retained Premises include the 0.06-square-kilometer 
(15-acre) State-licensed Disposal Area (SDA) 
adjacent to the NDA. New York State Environmental Quality 

The Project Premises, SDA, and NDA are shown in 
Figure 1-2 (WVNS 2000). 

1.1.3.1 Management Responsibilities at the Center 

DOE and NYSERDA have individual and shared 
responsibilities for nuclear wastes, permits, licenses, 
environmental management, and stewardship activities 
at the Center. These responsibilities are conferred on 
DOE and NYSERDA by their respective statutory 
authorities and the compliance requirements of 
applicable federal and state regulatory programs. In 
general, DOE is responsible for completing the actions 
at the Center directed by the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act, including transportation of 
nuclear wastes to appropriate facilities for disposal and 
decontamination and decommissioning facilities used 
in connection with the WVDP in accordance with 
requirements prescribed by the NRC. NYSERDA is 
responsible for the SDA and portions of the Center 
that would normally be subject to NRC commercial 
nuclear facility regulations. 
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Review Act (SEQRA) 

SEQRA establishes the State of New York's 
requirements for reviewing state actions with 
potential environmental impacts. The statute 
is implemented in regulations promulgated by 
the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation at Section 6, 
Part 617, of the New York Code Rules and 
Regulations. SEQRA requires that all state 
agencies determine whether the actions they 
directly undertake, fund, or approve might 
have a significant effect on the environment. 
If it is determined that the action might have a 
significant effect on the environment, the 
agency must prepare or request an EIS. 
NY SERDA closure or long-term management 
activities at the Center are subject to the 
SEQRA review process. Because NY SERDA 
has no jurisdiction over the waste 
management activities that are the subject of 
this EIS, SEQRA provisions requiring the 
State to prepare an EIS do not apply in these 
circumstances. 
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Figure 1-2. Project Premises, NDA, and SDA 
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Article III of the Cooperative Agreement between DOE and NYSERDA further defined their respective 
responsibilities to comply with the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. Generally, DOE has sole 
responsibility for carrying out the Project. This includes ( 1) exclusive DOE possession of the Project 
Premises and the Project Facilities used in carrying out the WVDP, and (2) responsibility for protection of 
public health and safety with respect to the Project Premises and Project Facilities for the duration of the 
WVDP. Current NYSERDA responsibilities under the Cooperative Agreement include (1) providing 
services to DOE in connection with the WVDP, and (2) participating in carrying out the WVDP as 
provided for in the Cooperative Agreement (DOE 1980b ). NYSERDA is also responsible for making a 
timely application for an NRC license, as may be required for NYSERDA to assume possession of the 
Project Premises and Project Facilities upon completion of the Project (Article VI). 

NYSERDA is not a joint lead agency for this WVDP Waste Management EIS, but it will participate as 
appropriate under Section 6.03 of the Cooperative Agreement between DOE and NYSERDA on the 
Center at West Valley, New York (October 1, 1980, amended September 18, 1981). However, 
NYSERDA will work with DOE, as a joint lead agency, in the preparation of the Decommissioning 
and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS for the WVDP and the Center (see Section 1.2, NEPA Compliance 
Strategy). 

The NRC also has limited responsibilities for activities at the Center under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act, under a related Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with DOE (46 Fed. 
Reg. 56960 (1981) ), and as the successor to the agency that issued the operating license to Nuclear Fuel 
Services, Inc. and NYSERDA (AEC 1966). The Act provides for infonnal NRC review and consultation 
in DOE plans and actions. The Act also directs NRC to prescribe decontamination and decommissioning 
criteria for the Project. The DOE-NRC MOU established the arrangements for NRC review and 
consultation, NRC review responsibilities, and NRC monitoring ofWVDP activities (53 Fed. Reg. 53054 
(1988)). Nuclear Fuel Services' operating license was terminated in 1982 after DOE assumed exclusive 
possession of the Project Premises and Project Facilities (Rouse 1982), and the NRC will again be 
involved in licensing the Project Premises and Project Facilities upon completion of the WVDP 
(DOE 1980b ). 

1.1.3.2 Project Facilities and Areas 

The Project Facilities consist of all buildings, facilities, improvements, equipment, and materials located 
on the Project Premises. This EIS evaluates continued onsite management and offsite shipping of the 
LLW, HLW, and TRU waste for which DOE is responsible that is currently stored onsite in the four 
facilities or areas. 

The Project Facilities and areas storing the wastes evaluated in this EIS and shown in Figure -1-2 are: 

• Process Building, which includes approximately 70 rooms and cells that comprised the original 
NRC-licensed spent nuclear fuel reprocessing operations (one of the cells-the Chemical Process 
Cell-now serves as the storage facility for the vitrified HLW canisters produced by the Project); 

• Tank Farm, which includes the underground waste storage tanks and supporting systems for 
maintenance, surveillance, and waste transfer of the tank waste to the Vitrification Facility. 

• Waste Storage Areas, which include several facilities such as the Lag Storage Building (LSB), Lag 
Storage Areas (LSA) 1, 3, and 4 (in the context of this EIS, lag storage refers to facilities used for 
temporary onsite storage of waste), and the Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area, are used to 
store and manage the radioactive wastes generated from WVDP activities; and 
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• Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell (Drum Cell), which stores cement-filled drums of stabilized 
LL W produced by the Cement Solidification System. 

The NOI to prepare this EIS (issued in March 2001) indicated that the disposition of large containers of 
soil estimated to have very low levels of radioactive contamination would also be addressed. However, 
the soils in these containers were shipped offsite for disposal in the summer of 2001, pursuant to earlier 
NEP A documentation (categorical exclusion ECL 96-01 ). 

1.2 NEPA COMPLIANCE STRATEGY 

This section describes DOE's past and present NEPA compliance activities, and the NEPA analysis and 
documentation the Department expects to undertake in the future. It also addresses why DOE has 
modified the scope ofthis EIS from that which was announced in the March 2001 NOI. The scope of this 
EIS is now limited to onsite and offsite waste management actions and only those decontamination 
actions previously addressed under NEPA (DOE 1982). 

1.2.1 Litigation and NEPA Compliance History 

In the early 1980s, DOE prepared an environmental assessment (EA) on the proposed disposal of certain 
radioactive wastes in two engineered disposal areas in addition to the NDA and SDA that would have 
been developed near and within the NDA. In 1986, the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes and 
Radioactive Waste Campaign filed a lawsuit challenging the EA and subsequent finding of no significant 
impact (FONSI) prepared by DOE ( 1986). DOE maintained that the EA and FONSI complied with all 
aspects ofNEPA, but it entered into a Stipulation of Compromise with the Coalition in order to settle the 
litigation (DOJ 1987). This agreement imposed specific obligations on DOE regarding the scope and 
content ofEIS documentation for Project Completion and Center Closure. In particular, DOE agreed that 
it would evaluate the disposal of Class A, B, and C LL W generated as a result of activities in a 
Completion and Closure EIS (see Section 1.5 for definitions of Class A, B, and C LLW). DOE also 
agreed that this EIS would begin by 1988 and proceed without undue delay and in accordance with 
applicable law. 

DOE began preparation ofthe Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Completion of the West Valley 
Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term Management of Facilities at the Western New York 
Nuclear Service Center (DOE 1996a), also referred to as the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS, in 
1988 with the issuance of a NOI to Prepare an EIS (53 Fed. Reg. 53052 (1988)). DOE and NYSERDA 
were joint lead agencies for the preparation of the EIS. The scope of that EIS included, among other 
things, the management of Class A, B, and C LL W and TRU waste that is either stored onsite or that 
would be generated as a result of site closure activities. The Completion and Closure Draft EIS was 
issued in January 1996 for a 6-month comment period in accordance with the Stipulation of Compromise. 

The 1996 Draft EIS evaluated the environmental impacts of alternatives considered for completing the 
WVDP and closure or long-term management of facilities at the Center, but it did not specify a preferred 
alternative. Many of the pubiic comments submitted on the 1996 Draft EIS felt that DOE and 
NYSERDA should have indicated the preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. Despite long negotiations, 
DOE and NYSERDA have been unable to reach an agreement on a preferred future course of action for 
the closure of the Center (GAO 2001). 

To allow the Department to continue to meet its obligations under the West Valley Demonstration Project 
Act, DOE is preparing two EISs: this West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management EIS and 
the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and 
Western New York Nuclear Service Center EIS. 
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1.2.2 WVDP Waste Management EIS 

In March 2001, DOE published its strategy for completing the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS 
and an NOI to prepare a Decontamination and Waste Management EIS (66 Fed. Reg. 16447 (2001)). 
This EIS was originally scoped as a revision of the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS (DOE 
1996a). 

In the NOI, DOE published for comment its position that its decisionmaking process would be facilitated 
by preparing and issuing for public comment a Revised Draft EIS that focused on DOE's actions to 
decontaminate the Project Facilities and manage WVDP wastes controlled by DOE under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. As part of its strategy to address the full scope of the 1996 Completion and 
Closure Draft EIS, DOE also stated in the NOI its intention to prepare an EIS with NYSERDA 
subsequent to this one in order to address the decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the 
WVDP and the Westem New York Nuclear Service Center. An Advance NOI was issued on 
November 6, 2001 (66 Fed. Reg. 56090 (2001)), formalizing DOE's commitment to begin work on the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-term Stewardship EIS. An NOI was published on March 13, 2003 
(68 Fed. Reg. 12044 (2003)). 

During scoping for the Decontamination and Waste Management EIS, commentors noted that applicable 
NEP A regulations require an agency to consider connected actions together in the same EIS ( 40 CFR 
1508.25(a)), and they argued that the decontamination and waste management actions proposed in the 
NOI were "connected" to the decommissioning and/or long-tenn stewardship actions that would be 
addressed in the second EIS. After reconsideration, DOE has limited the scope of this EIS to onsite and 
offsite waste management actions, and only those decontamination actions previously addressed under 
NEPA (DOE 1982). 

The waste management actions proposed in this EIS would not prejudge the range of altematives to be 
considered or the decisions to be made for eventual decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the 
WVDP. Rather, these actions would allow DOE to make progress in meeting its obligations under the 
West Valley Demonstration Project Act that pertain to waste management (see Appendix A), and they 
are consistent with programmatic decisions DOE has made (see Sections 1. 7 .1.2 and 1. 7 .1.4) regarding 
the waste types addressed in this EIS. Those decisions and their respective EISs, as they apply to the 
WVDP, provide for shipping wastes from the West Valley site to other regional or centralized DOE sites 
for treatment, storage, and disposal, as appropriate. Additionally, there would be no irreversible or 
irretrievable commitments of resources that would prejudice decommissioning decisions. The 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and Westem 
New York Nuclear Service Center EIS will be the continuation of the Completion and Closure Draft EIS 
begun in 1988 and issued in draft form in 1996. 

1.2.3 Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS 

As a result of the change in scope and title of this WVDP Waste Management EIS, the Decommissioning 
and/or Long-Term Stewardship at the West Valley Demonstration Project and Western New York Nuclear 
Service Center EIS will be the continuation ofthe Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Completion 
of the West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term Management ~f Facilities at the 
Western New York Nuclear Service Center (DOE 1996a), and will be reissued in draft as 
DOE/EIS 0226-R. This revised strategy is not reflected in the Advance NOI issued on November 6, 2001 
(66 Fed. Reg. 56090 (2001)), for the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, but has been 
included in the NOI, which was published on March 13, 2003 (68 Fed. Reg. 12044 (2003)). 
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1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR AGENCY ACTION 

In accordance with the directives in the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, DOE is responsible for 
the facilities used in connection with the WVDP HL W vitrification effort and for disposal of the LL W, 
mixed LL W, HL W, and TRU waste produced by the WVDP HL W solidification program. To fulfill its 
responsibilities under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, DOE needs to identify a disposal path 
for the wastes that are currently stored onsite and that will be generated in the future. Decommissioning 
and/or long-term stewardship decisions will be made under the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS. 

1.4 ALTERNATIVES 

DOE's Proposed Action (that is, preferred alternative) in this EIS is to (1) continue onsite management of 
Project-generated waste controlled by DOE under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act until they 
can be sent to offsite disposal, (2) ship, over the next 10 years, all 
wastes with acceptable offsite disposal destinations, and 
(3) manage the emptied, ventilated HL W tanks until future 
decommissioning decisions are made. 

This EIS analyzes continued onsite waste management and 
shipment of wastes to offsite disposal. To address the full range 
of reasonable alternatives, this EIS evaluates three alternatives: 

• 

• 

No Action Alternative- Continuation of Ongoing Waste 
Management Activities; 

Alternative A (Preferred Alternative) - Offsite Shipment of 
HLW, LLW, Mixed LLW, and TRU Wastes to Disposal; and 

• Alternative B - Offsite Shipment of LL W and Mixed LL W 
to Disposal, and Shipment ofHLW and TRU Waste to 
Interim Storage. 

These alternatives are described more fully in Chapter 2, 
Description of Alternatives; an overview of each is provided 
below. 

Under the No Action Alternative, Continuation of Ongoing 

Ongoing Operations 

Under all alternatives, it is assumed 
that current levels of maintenance, 
surveillance, heating, ventilation, and 
other routine operations would 
continue to be required while the 
actions proposed under each 
alternative were performed. For this 
EIS, these actions are called ongoing 
operations. Although the impacts of 
these ongoing actions have been 
assessed in several previous NEP A 
documents and are characterized in 
the Annual Site Environmental 
Reports, the impacts on worker and 
public health of these ongoing 
operations have been included in this 
EIS using actual operational data 
from 1995 through 1999. Because 
ongoing operations would not vary 
among the proposed alternatives, the 
impacts from these actions would be 
the same across all alternatives. 

Waste Management Activities, waste management would include limited shipments of Class A LL W to 
offsite disposal and continued storage ofthe remaining Class A LLW, existing Class Band Class C LLW, 
mixed LL W, TRU waste, and HL W. These ongoing actions have been previously assessed in other 
NEP A documentation discussed in Section 1. 7. Upon completion of ongoing efforts to eliminate all 
remaining liquids, the waste storage tanks and their surrounding vaults would continue to be ventilated to 
manage moisture levels as a corrosion prevention measure until decommissioning and/or long-term 
stewardship decisions are made based in part on the impact assessment provided by the WVDP 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

Under Alternative A, Offsite Shipment ofHLW, LLW, Mixed LLW, and TRU Wastes to Disposal 
(Preferred Alternative), DOE would ship Class A, Band C LLW and mixed LLW to one of two DOE 
potential disposal sites (in Washington or Nevada) or to a commercial disposal site (such as the 
Envirocare facility in Utah), ship TRU waste to WIPP in New Mexico, and ship HL W to the proposed 
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Yucca Mountain HLW repository. LLW and mixed LLW would be shipped over the next 10 years. TRU 
waste shipments to WIPP could occur within the next 10 years if the TRU waste is determined to meet all 
the requirements for disposal in this repository; however, if some or all ofWVDP's TRU waste does not 
meet these requirements, the Department would need to explore other alternatives for disposal of this 
waste. 

Under DOE's current programmatic decisionmaking, offsite disposal ofHLW would occur at the 
proposed Yucca Mountain HLW Repository sometime after 2025 assuming a license to operate is granted 
by the NRC and NY SERDA signs a standard contract for the disposal of HL W in accordance with the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act. Although this period would extend well beyond the 10 years required for all 
other proposed actions under this alternative, the impacts of transporting the HL W have been included in 
this EIS to fully inform the decisionmakers should an earlier opportunity to ship HL W present itself. The 
waste storage tanks would continue to be managed as described under the No Action Alternative. 

Under Alternative B, Off site Shipment of LL W and Mixed LL W to Disposal, and Shipment of HL W 
and TRU Waste to Interim Storage, LLW and mixed LLW would be shipped offsite for disposal at the 
same locations as Alternative A. TRU wastes would be shipped for interim storage at one of five DOE 
sites: Hanford Site in Washington; Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL); 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) in Tennessee; Savannah River Site (SRS) in South Carolina; or 
WIPP. TRU wastes would subsequently be shipped to WIPP (or would remain at WIPP). HL W would 
be shipped to SRS or Hanford for interim storage, with subsequent shipment to Yucca Mountain for 
disposal. 

It is assumed that the shipment of LL W and mixed LL W to disposal would occur within the next 
10 years, and that TRU waste and HL W would be shipped to interim storage during that same 10 years. 
Ultimate disposal ofTRU wastes and HLW wastes would be subject to the same constraints described 
under Alternative A; however, the impacts of transporting these wastes to their ultimate disposal sites 
have been included in the impact analyses for this alternative. The waste storage tanks would continue to 
be managed as described under the No Action Alternative. 

Figure 1-3 shows the locations of the waste disposal and/or interim storage sites under consideration in 
this EIS. 

1.5 WVDP WASTES AND REGULATORY DEFINITIONS 

DOE regulates radioactive wastes that are managed or disposed of at DOE facilities, or are otherwise the 
responsibility of DOE under the Atomic Energy Act. The NRC regulates commercial LL W disposal 
facilities such as Envirocare. Table 1-1 summarizes the DOE and NRC regulatory definitions ofthe 
major categories of wastes managed under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. 

1.6 OFFSITE ACTIVITIES 

In addition to activities that would occur at WVDP, DOE's proposed action and alternatives would 
involve activities at offsite locations as a result of the need for interim storage or disposal. At interim 
storage sites, activities would include unloading and inspecting the WVDP waste containers and moving 
the containers to the storage area. Interim storage could require the siting, construction, and operation of 
additional storage capacity for the volume ofWVDP wastes to be stored, depending on site storage 
capacity at the time. Activities at disposal sites would include unloading trucks or railcars, inspecting the 
waste containers, and moving the waste to the disposal areas for shallow land burial or deep geologic 
disposa}, depending on the waste type. Offsite activities involving interim storage or disposal have been 
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Figure 1-3. WVDP Waste Disposal and/or Interim Storage Sites 

addressed in previous NEP A documents (see Section 1. 7, Relationship with Other NEP A Documents) or 
would be the subject of subsequent NEP A review, as needed. 

1. 7 RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHER NEPA DOCUMENTS 

Some of the actions proposed under the alternatives assessed in this EIS have been analyzed, at least in 
part, in the NEP A documents identified in this section. The NEP A analyses, as they relate to the actions 
proposed in this EIS, are briefly summarized in this section. Information from these earlier NEP A 
documents has been either extracted for use in this EIS or incorporated by reference. 

1.7.1 Environmental Impact Statements 

1. 7.1.1 Final Environmental Impact Statement, Long-Term Management of Liquid High-Level 
Radioactive Wastes Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, West Valley 
(DOE/EIS-0081) (DOE 1982) 

This EIS evaluated alternatives for long-term management ofliquid HL W stored in underground tanks. 
The DOE Record of Decision (ROD) (45 Fed. Reg. 20694 (1982)) was issued to construct and operate 
facilities at the Center to solidify the liquid HL W into a form suitable for transportation and disposal in 
the federal geologic repository in accordance with the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. Related 
decisions, such as selection of a terminal waste form and final decontamination and decommissioning, 
were to be addressed in subsequent environmental analyses under NEP A A supplement analysis to this 
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Table 1-1. Definitions Used in this EIS for Wastes Present at WVDP 

Waste Category Regulatory Definition(s) 

HL W (Canisters HLW is defined in the West Valley Demonstration Project Act as the high-level waste that was produced 
of Vitrified by the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel at the Center. The term includes both liquid wastes that are 
HLW) produced directly in reprocessing dry solid material derived from such liquid waste and such other material 

as the NRC designates as high-level radioactive waste for purposes of protecting health and safety. Unless 
demonstrated otherwise, all HL W is considered mixed waste (containing both radioactive and hazardous 
components) and is subject to the requirements of both the Atomic Energy Act and Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) (DOE 1999). 

TRUWaste TRU waste is currently defined by NRC and DOE as waste containing more than I 00 nanocuries of alpha-
emitting isotopes, with half-lives greater than 20 years, per gram of waste. However, the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act defined TRU waste as "material contaminated with radioactive elements that 
have an atomic number greater than 92, including neptunium, plutonium, americium, and curium, and that 
are in concentrations greater than 10 (emphasis added) nanocuries per gram, or in such other concentrations 
as the [NRC] may prescribe to protect the public health and safety." [In the event wastes are disposed of 
offsite, the applicable definitions at the disposal site will be used.] 

TRU waste is classified, for handling purposes, as contact-handled (CH) TRU waste or remote-handled 
(RH) TRU waste, depending on the radiation dose rate at the surface of the waste container. CH-TRU 
waste has radioactivity levels that are low enough to permit workers to directly handle the containers in 
which the waste is kept. This level of radioactivity is specified as a dose rate of no more than 200 mi 11 irem 
per hour at the outside surface of the container. RH-TRU waste has a surface dose rate greater than 
200 millirem per hour, so workers use remote manipulators to handle containers ofRH-TRU waste. 

LLW LLW is defined as radioactive material that (a) is not HL W, spent nuclear fuel, TRU waste, or by-product 
material as defined in the Atomic Energy Act; and (b) the NRC classifies as LLW. Additional definitions 
of specific types ofLLW appear below. 

ClassALLW Class A LL W is waste that is usually segregated from other waste classes at the disposal site. The physical 
form and characteristics of Class A LL W must meet the minimum requirements set forth in I 0 CFR 
61.56(a). If Class A waste also meets the stability requirements set forth in 61.56(b), it is not necessary to 
segregate the waste. 

Class B LLW Class B waste refers to waste that must meet more rigorous requirements on waste form to ensure stability 
after disposal. The physical form and characteristics of Class B waste must meet both the minimum and 
stability requirements set forth in I 0 CFR 61.56. 

Class C LLW Class C waste refers to waste that not only must meet more rigorous requirements on waste form to ensure 
stability but also requires additional measures at the disposal facility to protect against inadvertent 
intrusion. The physical form and characteristics of Class C waste must meet both the minimum and 
stability requirements set forth in I 0 CFR 61.56. 

Mixed Waste Mixed waste contains hazardous components regulated under RCRA and radioactive components regulated 
under the Atomic Energy Act. Some LLW is mixed, as is some TRU waste and HLW. At WVDP, if 
necessary to meet waste acceptance criteria for disposal, mixed LL W is shipped off the site for treatment. 
For the purpose of analysis in this EIS, mixed LL W is assumed to be shipped directly to disposal after 
treatment. 

EIS, completed in 1993 (DOE 1993), evaluated the impacts of modifications in the design, process, and 
operations since the 1982 EIS ROD. This supplement analysis did not address transportation, TRU 
waste, Class B and C LL W, waste disposal, or final decontamination and decommissioning of facilities. 

A second supplement analysis, completed in 1998 (DOE 1998), addressed HL W solidification, 
management and interim storage ofwastes, disposal of wastes, transport ofwastes, general site 
operations, facility decontamination, and spent nuclear fuel storage. Though the second supplemental 
analysis discussed a "deactivation" process to substantially remove all waste from facilities in preparation 
for custodial care, the environmental impacts of this approach were not specifically evaluated. Current 
actions evaluated by the 1982 EIS and its supplemental analyses include Process Building head-end cell 
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decontamination, construction of a load-in and load-out facility to support shipment of vitrified HL W, 
construction of a remote-handled waste facility, decontamination of the fuel receiving and storage area, 
and draining the water from the fuel storage pool. 

The alternatives proposed in this EIS include some activities analyzed in the 1982 EIS and supplement 
analyses. 

1. 7.1.2 Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing 
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200) 
(DOE 1997a) 

This EIS studied the potential nationwide impacts of managing LL W, mixed LL W, TRU waste, HL W, 
and non-wastewater hazardous waste generated by defense and research activities at 54 sites around the 
United States, including the WVDP. DOE analyzed decentralized alternatives (managing waste at sites 
where it currently exists), regionalized alternatives (managing waste at several treatment, storage, or 
disposal sites), and centralized alternatives (managing waste at one or two sites), in addition to the no 
action alternative for each waste type. Inventories ofLLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste, and HLW at the 
WVDP were all considered in the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (WM 
PElS) (DOE 1997a). 

DOE issued separate RODs for all of the waste types analyzed in the WM PElS. For LLW, DOE decided 
to perform minimal treatment at all sites and continue onsite disposal of LL W at INEEL, Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR), and SRS (65 Fed. Reg. 10061 (2000)). In addition, 
DOE decided to make the Hanford Site and Nevada Test Site (NTS) available to all DOE sites for LL W 
disposal. For mixed LLW, DOE decided to treat the waste at the Hanford Site, INEEL, ORR, and SRS, 
and to dispose of mixed LLW at Hanford and NTS (65 Fed. Reg. 10061 (2000)). 

With respect to TRU waste, DOE decided that each site that has generated or would generate TRU waste 
would store it onsite prior to shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 (1998)). However, the 
Department may decide to ship TRU waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to sites where DOE has or will have the necessary capability (the waste would be prepared for 
transportation at the generating site and would be shipped in conformance with all applicable regulations). 
The sites that could receive TRU waste from other sites are INEEL, ORR, SRS, and the Hanford Site. 

DOE decided to store immobilized HL W at the sites where it was generated (that is, Hanford Site, 
INEEL, SRS, and WVDP) until it is accepted for disposal at a geologic repository 
(64 Fed. Reg. 46661 (1999)). 

The analyses in the WM PElS and the resulting RODs are relevant to actions proposed under all 
alternatives assessed in this Waste Management EIS. 

1. 7.1.3 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent 
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 
(DOE/EIS-0250) (DOE 2002a) 

The proposed action in this EIS is to construct, operate and monitor, and eventually close a geologic 
repository at Yucca Mountain in southern Nevada. The repository would be used for the disposal of spent 
nuclear fuel and HL W currently in storage at 72 commercial and 5 DOE sites. The EIS analyses include 
the HLW from West Valley. The EIS evaluates the potential short-term and long-tern1 impacts associated 
with repository disposal of spent nuclear fuel and HL W, and the transportation of these materials, 
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including the HLW at West Valley, to the proposed Yucca Mountain Repository. The EIS also analyzes 
the potential impacts of a no action alternative in which DOE would not build a repository at Yucca 
Mountain, and the spent fuel and HL W would instead remain at the commercial and DOE sites. The final 
Yucca Mountain EIS was issued on February 9, 2002. This document is incorporated by reference. 

1. 7.1.4 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2) (DOE 1997b) 

In October 1980, DOE issued the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant (DOE 1980a) on the proposed development ofWIPP. The subsequent ROD (January 1981) 
established a phased development ofWIPP, beginning with construction of the WIPP facility. DOE then 
issued the Final Supplement Environmental Impact Statement for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
(DOE 1990) that considered previously unavailable information. Based on the Supplemental EIS, DOE 
decided to continue phased development ofWIPP by implementing test-phase activities. On October 30, 
1992, the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act transferred the WIPP site from the U.S. Department oflnterior to 
DOE. The 1997 Defense Authorization Act (September 23, 1996) amended the WIPP Land Withdrawal 
Act to make the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste land disposal 
prohibitions inapplicable to WIPP. DOE prepared the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal Phase Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1997b) that updated information contained in the 
1980 and 1990 EISs, incorporated the analysis of various treatment alternatives for TRU waste contained 
in the WM PElS (DOE 1997a), and examined changes in environmental impacts due to new information 
or changed circumstances. In a ROD issued in January 1998 (63 Fed. Reg. 3624 (1998)), DOE decided to 
open WIPP for the disposal of TRU waste. 

Under Alternatives A and B of this WVDP Waste Management EIS, TRU waste would be shipped to 
WIPP in accordance with the analyses in the 1997 EIS, if it was determined that the TRU waste met all 
the requirements for disposal in this repository. 

1. 7.1.5 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations 
(DOE/EIS-0243) (DOE 1996b) 

This EIS evaluated the potential impacts that could result from mission activities at the NTS, including 
LL W and mixed LL W disposal. The NTS EIS evaluated waste management and environmental 
restoration activities and other mission activities for a 1 0-year period, including receipt of LL W and 
mixed LLW from other sites such as West Valley. Under Alternatives A and B of this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS, DOE would dispose of newly generated and existing LLW and mixed LLW at one of 
three sites, including NTS (pending issuance of an operating permit for mixed waste disposal under 
RCRA). 

1. 7.1.6 Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0286D) (DOE 2002b) 

This EIS evaluates waste management alternatives that may be implemented at the Hanford Site as a 
result of DOE decisions under the WM PElS for LLW, mixed LLW, and post-1970 TRU waste. The 
LLW and mixed LLW waste inventories analyzed (that is, waste volumes and characteristics) for 
management at Hanford would include waste potentially received from other DOE sites, including the 
WVDP. Under Alternatives A and B of this EIS, DOE would dispose ofLLW and mixed LLW at one of 
three sites, including Hanford. The Hanford Solid Waste EIS does not address interim storage of TRU 
waste or HL W generated offsite in its analysis. 
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1. 7.1. 7 Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0203-F) (DOE 1995a) 

This EIS evaluated, among other things, the environmental impacts of receipt, storage, and treatment of 
TRU waste from offsite locations at the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory (now INEEL). Under 
Alternative D (Maximum Treatment, Storage, and Disposal) of the waste management alternatives for 
TRU waste, DOE assumed that up to 20,000 cubic meters (71,400 cubic feet) ofTRU waste would be 
accepted from offsite generators on a case-by-case basis. Implementation of this alternative would 
require building additional storage 

1. 7.1.8 Savannah River Site Waste Management Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-
0217-F) (DOE 1995b) 

This EIS evaluated alternative strategies for managing radioactive and hazardous wastes at SRS that 
would protect human health, comply with environmental regulations, minimize waste generation, utilize 
effective and commercially available technologies for near-term management needs, and be cost effective. 
Under all alternatives, DOE considered the treatment and storage of TRU waste. For purposes of analysis 
of the maximum waste forecast, DOE assumed that waste from offsite locations would be shipped to SRS 
for treatment, storage, or disposal in accordance with the alternatives being considered in the draft Waste 
Management Programmatic EIS then in preparation and subsequently issued in September 1995. 

1. 7.1.9 Final Environmental Impact Statement for Treating Transuranic (TRU)/Alpha Low Level 
Waste at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee (DOE/EIS-0305-F) (DOE 
2000) 

In this EIS, DOE evaluated the proposed construction, operation, and decontamination and 
decommissioning of a waste treatment facility for the treatment of legacy ORNL TRU waste, alpha 
low-level waste, and newly generated TRU waste. DOE also considered interim storage of up to 7, 768 
cubic meters (274,324 cubic feet) of treated TRU waste at ORNL (Treatment and Storage Alternative, 
Cementation Treatment). The waste volume analyzed did not include waste generated at offsite locations 
and shipped to ORNL. 

1.7.2 Environmental Assessments 

The Environmental Assessment and FONS!for the Treatment C?lClass A Low-Level Radioactive Waste 
and Mixed Low-Level Waste Generated by the West Valley Demonstration Project (DOE 1995c) 
evaluated treatment activities conducted at West Valley and at commercial facilities in Tennessee, Utah, 
and Texas. The proposed action consisted of sorting, repackaging, and loading waste at the WVDP; 
transporting the waste for commercial treatment; treating the waste at the commercial facilities; and 
returning the residual waste to the WVDP for interim storage. Based on this EA, DOE determined that 
the proposed action was not a major federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment, within the meaning ofNEPA, and that preparation of an EIS was not required. 

1.7.3 Categorical Exclusions 

Categorical exclusion refers to a category of actions that an agency has determined by regulation 
normally do not, individually or cumulatively, have a significant effect on the human environment. Such 
actions do not require an EA or an EIS. DOE has issued categorical exclusions for some ongoing 
decontamination and waste management actions at the WVDP that would occur under the alternatives 
described in this EIS. These include routine maintenance activities, offsite shipment of a total of 
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235 cubic meters (8,300 cubic feet) of mixed LL W for treatment and disposal, and offsite shipment of a 
total of 6,900 cubic meters (245,000 cubic feet) of Class ALL W for commercial disposal ( 10 CFR Part 
1021, Subpart D, Appendix B). 

1.8 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

DOE issued its NOI to proceed with a rescoped Decontamination and Waste Management EIS on 
March 26, 2001 (66 Fed. Reg. 16447), and a public meeting was held at West Valley on AprillO, 2001, 
to explain the revised strategy to the public. Comments were received from the State of New York Office 
of the Attorney General, the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes, the Concerned Citizens of 
Cattaraugus County, the Nuclear Information and Resource Service and the Public Citizen/Critical Mass 
Energy and Environment Program Uoint submittal), the West Valley Citizens Task Force, the League of 
Women Voters of Buffalo/Niagara, and three private citizens. Most commentors questioned DOE's need 
to revise its EIS strategy and rescope the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS. As noted in 
Section 1.2, after further evaluation and as a result of public comments, DOE has limited the scope of this 
EIS to onsite and offsite waste management actions, and only those decontamination actions previously 
addressed underNEPA (DOE 1982). DOE's responses to comments received during scoping are 
included in Appendix B. 

The WVDP Waste Management EIS was issued in draft form on May 16, 2003, for public review and 
comment (68 Fed. Reg. 26587 (2003)). The 45-day comment period ended on June 30, 2003, although 
DOE also considered comments received after that date. A public hearing on the draft version of this EIS 
was held on June 11, 2003, at the Ashford Office Complex near the WVDP site. DOE received 
comments from 21 individuals, organizations, and agencies. 

Major issues raised in the public comments involve management of the HLW tanks and compliance with 
the Stipulation, WVDP Act and NEP A. Commenters stated that an action to place low-strength grout in 
the tanks for interim stabilization that was analyzed under Alternative B should more appropriately be 
analyzed under the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. DOE agrees and has removed 
all reference to that activity in this Final EIS. 

Commenters concerned about DOE's compliance with the Stipulation, WVDP Act and NEPA stated that 
the Stipulation and Act allow the preparation of only one EIS, that the Stipulation requires a 6-month 
public comment period, and that DOE's NEPA strategy of preparing two EISs to meet its responsibility 
under the Act and Stipulation is akin to segmentation not allowed under NEPA. In DOE's view, neither 
the Stipulation nor the Act requires the preparation of only one EIS. DOE will meet all of the 
commitments of the Stipulation by completing this Final Waste Management EIS and the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS now in progress. DOE will hold a 6-month public 
comment period on the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, which is the continuation 
of the 1996 Cleanup and Closure EIS as described in Section 1.2.3. Regarding DOE's NEPA strategy, 
none of the alternatives or actions analyzed in this EIS will affect the reasonable range of alternatives 
available for the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS or preclude any decisions to be 
made under that EIS. DOE therefore does not believe that its NEPA strategy involves impermissible 
segmentation of the actions. 

Other comments from stakeholders in states hosting DOE sites that could receive West Valley wastes 
expressed concern about receiving those wastes, particularly for interim storage of TRU waste and HL W. 
DOE's preferred alternative, Alternative A, is to ship LLW and mixed LLW to DOE sites for disposal, 
consistent with decisions made under the WM PElS, and to ship TRU waste and HL W directly to WIPP 
and Yucca Mountain respectively for disposal, consistent with decisions under the EISs for those 
facilities. While not DOE's preferred alternative, Alternative B, which includes interim storage of West 
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Valley's TRU waste and HLW, is a reasonable alternative and is therefore included in this Final EIS as 
required under NEP A. 

DOE has made several changes to this Final EIS in response to individual public comments. Sidebars 
beside the text identify where all changes from the Draft to the Final EIS have been made, although 
sidebars are not used to indicate changes in figures. Appendix E contains DOE's response to all public 
comments received on the Draft EIS. 

1.9 CONTENTS OF EIS 

This EIS consists often chapters and five appendices, as follows: 

• Chapter 1, Introduction: This chapter provides background information regarding the proposed 
project and its purpose and need, the scope of the EIS, and NEPA-related issues. 

• Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives: This chapter describes the alternatives proposed in this EIS 
and those that were considered but are not analyzed in detail. It also includes a summary of the 
potential impacts associated with each of the alternatives. 

• Chapter 3, Affected Environment: This chapter describes the affected environment at the Project 
Premises and surrounding areas. 

• Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences: This chapter describes the potential environmental impacts 
at the Project Premises and surrounding areas that could occur as the result of each of the proposed 
alternatives. An analysis of the environmental justice impacts associated with the proposed 
alternatives is also presented. 

• Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts: This chapter describes the cumulative impacts to the Project 
Premises and surrounding areas that would result from the proposed activities. 

• Chapter 6, Unavoidable Impacts, Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity, and Irreversible and 
Irretrievable Commitments of Resources: This chapter describes some of the additional 
considerations that must be analyzed as part of the NEPA EIS process. 

• Chapter 7, List of Pre parers and Disclosure Statement: This chapter includes a list of the individuals 
who prepared the EIS and their credentials. It also provides the certification by the contractor that 
assisted DOE in the preparation of this EIS that they have no financial or other interest in the outcome 
of the project as required by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR 1506.5(c)) and DOE 
(10 CFR 1021). 

• Chapter 8, List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Receiving Copies of This EIS: This 
chapter includes a list of the federal, state, local, or tribal government agencies, various organizations, 
and members ofthe public who received copies of the draft version of this EIS. 

• Chapter 9, Glossary: This chapter includes definitions for many of the technical terms used in this 
EIS. 

• Chapter 10, Index: This chapter indexes key terms used in this EIS. 

• Appendix A, Specific Legal Requirements That Apply To West Valley Waste Management Activities: 
This appendix provides the legislative and judicial language governing DOE's actions at the site. 
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• Appendix B, Responses to Scoping Comments: This appendix provides DOE's responses to comments 
received from the public and agencies during scoping. 

• Appendix C, Human Health Impacts: This appendix describes the methodology used to analyze 
human health impacts. 

• Appendix D, Transportation: This appendix describes the methodology used for the transportation 
analysis, including representative routes. 

• Appendix E, Responses to Public Comments: This appendix contains the public comments received 
on the draft version of this EIS and provides responses to the issues raised. 
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CHAPTER2 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter describes the three alternatives that DOE has analyzed in this Waste Management EIS: the No 
Action Alternative (Continuation of Ongoing Waste Management Activities), Alternative A (Offsite 
Shipment ofHLW, LLW, Mixed LLW, and TRU Waste to Disposal), and Alternative B (Offsite Shipment 
ofLLW and Mixed LLW to Disposal, and Shipment ofHLW and TRU Waste to Interim Storage). 
Descriptions of the facilities that would be affected and waste management activities that would be 
undertaken under each alternative are provided. This chapter ends with discussions of alternatives 
considered but not analyzed and a summary of the potential impacts under each alternative. 

2.1 OVERVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES 

This EIS addresses the waste management activities that DOE needs to conduct to meet its 
responsibilities under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, as discussed in Section 1.1.2. 
Proposed waste management activities include the onsite management actions of continued temporary 
storage of waste and the shipment of wastes for off site storage or disposal. Three alternatives have been 
defined for evaluation within this EIS; these alternatives represent the full range of waste management 
actions available to DOE and have been identified as: 

• No Action Alternative- Continuation of Ongoing Waste Management Activities; 

• Alternative A (DOE's Prefened Alternative)- Offsite Shipment ofHLW, LLW, Mixed LLW, and 
TRU Waste to Disposal; and 

• Alternative B - Off site Shipment of LL W and Mixed LL W to Disposal and Shipment of HL W and 
TRU to Interim Storage. 

The estimated timeframe for the actions assessed under these alternatives is a period of 10 years. Within 
that period, with the exception ofthe shipment ofHLW directly from WVDP to a geologic repository 
(assumed for the purposes of analysis to be the proposed Yucca Mountain Repository near Las Vegas, 
Nevada), it is anticipated that available funding would allow the complete removal of all existing and any 
newly generated LLW and TRU wastes. HLW, whether shipped to Yucca Mountain directly from West 
Valley under Alternative A or from interim offsite storage under Alternative B, is not cunently scheduled 
to be received by the repository until after 2025. The actions proposed under each alternative are 
summarized in Table 2-1. 

Under the No Action Alternative, no new waste management activities would be performed beyond 
those activities that have been evaluated under NEP A in accordance with the provisions of the Council on 
Environmental Quality implementing regulations for NEPA ( 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). DOE would 
provide continued operational support and monitoring of the facilities to meet the requirements for safety 
and hazard management. Waste management activities cunently in progress would continue for onsite 
storage of existing Class A, B, and C LL W, mixed LL W, TRU waste and HL W wastes and offsite 
disposal of a limited quantity of Class A LL W at a facility such as Envirocare (a commercial radioactive 
waste disposal site in Clive, Utah), DOE's NTS in Mercury, Nevada, or the Hanford site in Richland, 
Washington. Under the No Action Alternative, active hazard management, operational support, 
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Table 2-1. Alternatives Matrix 

Alternative 
Proposed Action No Action Alt A - Preferred Alt 8 

LLW 
Ship LL W to Envirocare, Hanford, or NTS X( a) X X 
TRU Waste 
Continue onsite storage X 
Ship for disposal to WIPP X 
Ship to Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, SRS, or WIPP for 

X 
interim storage, then to WIPP for diS}J_osal 
HLW 
Continue storing HL W onsite in Process Building_ X 
Ship to Yucca Mtn directly X 
Ship to SRS or Hanford for interim storage, then ship 

X 
to Yucca Mtn 
HLW Tank Management 
Ongoing management X X X 

a. Ltmtted to 145,000 cubtc feet (4,100 cubtc meters) ofC1ass A LLW. 

surveillance, and oversight would continue at the current levels of activity. Upon completion of ongoing 
efforts to remove wastes to the extent that is technically and economically practical, the waste storage 
tanks and their surrounding vaults would be ventilated to manage moisture levels as a corrosion 
prevention measure. Waste transportation destinations proposed under the No Action Alternative are 
shown in Figure 2-1. 

Alternative A (DOE's Preferred Alternative) would emphasize waste management actions focused on 
( 1) the removal of currently stored wastes (existing waste) on the site and waste to be generated over the 
next 10 years and (2) shipment to offsite locations for disposal. Upon completion of waste removal, DOE 
would continue active operational support, surveillance, and oversight to safely manage remaining 
systems and hazards. All LL W types (the remaining Class A LL W and all Class B and C LL W) and 
mixed LLW would be prepared for disposal and shipped off the site. Under Alternative A, DOE would 
ship Class A, Band C LLW and mixed LLW to one oftwo DOE potential disposal sites (in Washington 
or Nevada) or to a commercial disposal site such as the Envirocare facility in Utah, ship TRU waste to 
WIPP in New Mexico, and ship HLW to the proposed Yucca Mountain HL W Repository. LLW and 
mixed LL W would be shipped over the next 10 years. TRU waste shipments to WIPP could occur within 
the next 10 years if the TRU waste is determined to meet all the requirements for disposal in this 
repository; however, if some or all ofWVDP's TRU waste does not meet these requirements, the 
Department would need to explore other alternatives for disposal of this waste. Waste transportation 
destinations proposed under Alternative A are shown in Figure 2-2. The waste storage tanks and their 
surrounding vaults would be managed as under the No Action Alternative. 

Under Alternative B, offsite shipment and disposal of existing wastes and newly generated LL W (the 
remaining Class A LL W and all Class B and C LL W) and mixed LL W would be transported to the same 
locations assessed under Alternative A. TRU wastes would be shipped to interim storage at one of five 
DOE sites: Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, SRS, or WIPP, with subsequent shipments from Hanford, INEEL, 
ORNL, or SRS to WIPP for disposal. HL W would be shipped to SRS or Hanford for interim storage, 
with subsequent shipments to Yucca Mountain for disposal. The waste storage tanks and their 
surrounding vaults would be managed as under the No Action Alternative. Waste transportation 
destinations proposed under Alternative Bare shown in Figure 2-3. 
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Figure 2-1. Waste Destinations Under the No Action Alternative 
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Figure 2-2. Waste Destinations Under Alternative A 
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Figure 2-3. Waste Destinations Under Alternative B 

2.2 ONSITE WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITIES 

Wastes subject to offsite shipping and disposal under the actions proposed in this EIS are stored in several 
WVDP buildings. An aerial view of the entire project premises is shown in Figure 2-4, and a schematic 
of the same view is shown in Figure 2-5. An overview of the site facilities is shown in Figure 1-2. 

Vitrified HL W is stored in the Process Building (Figure 2-5). The vitrified HL W was the result of 
processing liquid wastes that were stored in tanks in the Tank Farm (Figure 2-6). LL W and TRU wastes 
are stored in the LSB; LSAs 1, 3, and 4; the Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area (Figure 2-7); and 
the Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell (Figure 2-8). Volume reduction of oversized contaminated 
materials will occur in the Remote Handled Waste Facility (RHWF) that is currently under construction 
(Figure 2-7). 

2.2.1 Process Building 

The Process Building is a multi-storied building that was used from 1966 to 1971 to recover uranium and 
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel (Figure 2-5). The Fuel Receiving and Storage Area is a metal building 
attached to the east side of the Process Building. Spent fuel shipments were received, transferred to, and 
stored in the fuel storage pool inside the Fuel Receiving and Storage Area prior to their transfer to the 
Process Building. Removal of spent fuel from the Fuel Receiving and Storage Area was completed in 
July 2001. The Process Building is made up of a series of cells, aisles, and rooms constructed of 
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Figure 2-4. Aerial View ofWVDP Site Facing Southeast 
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Figure 2-5. Schematic of WVDP Site Facing Southeast 
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reinforced concrete and concrete block. The cells were used for mechanical and chemical processing of 
spent fuel and management of radioactive liquid waste. Operations in the cells were performed remotely 
by operators from various aisles formed by adjacent cell walls (Marschke 2001 ). 

From 1982 to 1987, the WVDP decontaminated cells and rooms to prepare them for reuse as interim 
storage space for HLW or as part of the Liquid Waste Treatment System. This involved such activities as 
removing vessels and piping from cells, removing contamination from walls, and fixing contamination in 
place. Among the areas decontaminated were the Chemical Process Cell, Extraction Cell 3, Extraction 
Chemical Room, and Product Purification Cell (Marschke 2001 ). The Chemical Process Cell is currently 
used for storage of 275 canisters of HL W in a borosilicate glass matrix produced in the Vitrification Plant. 

2.2.2 Tank Farm 

The Tank Farm (outlined in Figure 2-6) includes four waste storage tanks (8D-1, 8D-2, 8D-3, and 8D-4), 
a HL W Transfer Trench, and four support buildings. Built between 1963 and 1965, the waste 
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Figure 2-7. Lag Storage Building, Lag Storage Additions, Chemical Process Cell Waste 
Storage Area, and Remote Handled Waste Facility 
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storage tanks were originally designed to store liquid HL W generated during fuel reprocessing operations. 
The two larger tanks, 8D-l and 8D-2, are reinforced carbon steel tanks. Each of these tanks has a storage 
capacity of about 2.8 million liters (750,000 gallons) and is housed within its own cylindrical concrete 
vault. Tank 8D-2 was used during reprocessing as the primary storage tank for HLW, with 8D-l as its 
designated spare. Both were modified after the WVDP began to support HL W treatment and vitrification 
operations. The two smaller tanks, 8D-3 and 8D-4, are stainless steel tanks with a storage capacity of 
about 57,000 liters (15,000 gallons) each. A single concrete vault houses both of these tanks. Tank 8D-3, 
once designated as the spare for 8D-4, is currently used to store decontaminated process solutions before 
they are transferred to the Liquid Waste Treatment System for processing. Tank 8D-4, which was used to 
store liquid acidic waste generated during a single reprocessing campaign, is now used to collect liquids 
and slurries from the Vitrification Facility waste header. The HL W Transfer Trench is the 150-meter 
(500-foot)-long concrete vault containing double-walled stainless steel piping that conveys HLW between 
the Tank Farm and the Vitrification Facility. Upper sections of the pumps used to transfer the HLW 
through this trench are housed in stainless-steel-lined concrete pits above each tank vault 
(Marschke 2001). 

Support buildings in the Tank Farm include the Supernatant Treatment System (STS) Support Building, 
Permanent Ventilation System Building, Con-Ed Building, and Equipment Shelter. The STS Support 
Building is a radiologically clean, two-story structure adjacent to Tank 8D-l. It houses equipment and 
auxiliary support systems used to operate the STS. A shielded valve aisle on the lower level of the STS 
contains remotely operated valves and instrumentation used to control system operations. The Permanent 
Ventilation System Building is a steel-framed and -sided structure near the north end of Tank 8D-2. It 
provided ventilation to the STS Support Building, pipeway; and more recently to the four waste storage 
tanks. Currently, however, it is offline and there is no plan to restart it. The Con-Ed Building is a 
concrete block building on top of the 8D-3/8D-4 vault. It houses instrumentation and valves used to 
monitor and control operation of these tanks. The Equipment Shelter is a one-story concrete block 
building immediately north of the Vitrification Facility. It houses the Tank Farm ventilation system that 
was used in the past to ventilate all four waste storage tanks (Marschke 2001). DOE manages these tanks 
in such a way as to minimize the risk of contamination leaching into the surrounding stream corridors. 

2.2.3 Waste Storage Areas 

The following sections describe the LSB, LSAs, and Chemical 
Process Cell Waste Storage Area. These are the areas in which 
LLW, mixed LLW, and TRU wastes are currently stored. 

2.2.3.1 Lag Storage Building 

The LSB is an interim status, mixed waste storage facility under 
RCRA. It is used to store containerized, contact-handled (CH) 
wastes (wastes with surface dose rates less than 100 millirem 
[mrem] per hour), including mixed waste, LLW, and suspect 
CH-TRU wastes (wastes sus-pected of containing transuranic 
radioisotopes) generated from WVDP operations (Marschke 2001). 

The LSB is a pre-engineered, insulated, metal, Butler-style building 
located about 122 meters (400 feet) northeast of the Process 
Building (see Figure 2-7). Constructed in 1984, the LSB is 
supported by a clear span frame anchored to a 43-meter by 8-meter 
(140-foot by 60-foot) concrete slab. The listed waste storage 
operating capacity of the LSB under the RCRA permit (including a 
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center aisle and operating space) is 1,331 cubic meters (47,011 cubic feet), and there are currently 
202 cubic meters (7,134 cubic feet) of available storage space (Marschke 2001). 

2.2.3.2 Lag Storage Addition 1 

LSA 1, used to store LLW, is a flexible fabric structure about 122 meters (400 feet) northeast ofthe 
Process Building, next to and just east of the LSB (see Figure 2-7). It was constructed in 1987 to protect 
radioactive waste containers from wind and precipitation. LSA 1 has a pre-engineered steel frame over 
which vinyl fabric has been pulled and attached to create a weather-protective enclosure 
(Marschke 2001). 

LSA 1 has a footprint that measures 15 meters by 58 meters (50 feet by 191 feet), and it is 7 meters 
(23 feet) high at the top center. The usable inside area is about 11 meters wide by 44 meters long by 
4 meters high (37 feet by 144 feet by 14 feet). In 1999, a 4-meter (14-foot)-wide concrete corridor was 
added to the full length of the west side of the addition. The floor on the east side remains compacted 
gravel. The listed waste storage operating capacity is 1,287 cubic meters ( 45,454 cubic feet), and there 
are currently 235 cubic meters (8,282 cubic feet) of available storage space (Marschke 2001 ). 

2.2.3.3 Lag Storage Additions 3 and 4 

LSA 3 and LSA 4 are interim status, LL W and mixed LL W storage facilities under RCRA. They are 
twin, adjacent structures located about 152 meters (500 feet) northeast ofthe Process Building, just east of 
LSA 1 (see Figure 2-7). Originally built in 1991 and upgraded in 1996 (LSA 3) and 1999 (LSA 4), these 
structures provide enclosed storage space for waste containers. LSA 4 also contains the Container Sorting 
and Packaging Facility, which was added in fiscal year (FY) 1995. A shipping depot has been added to 
the south side of the structure (Marschke 2001 ). 

LSA 3 and LSA 4 have sheet metal sides and roof over an intemal structural steel frame anchored to a 
concrete floor. Each building's footprint is 27 meters by 89 meters (88 feet by 292 feet). Each building's 
outside walls rise vertically 8 meters (26 feet). Each concrete floor has a IS-centimeter (6-inch) curb 
around its perimeter. LSA 3 has an operating capacity of 4, 701 cubic meters (166,0 18 cubic feet), while 
LSA 4 has an operating capacity of 4,162 cubic meters (146,980 cubic feet). There are currently 
789 cubic meters (27,880 cubic feet) of available storage space in LSA 3, and 1,084 cubic meters 
(38,278 cubic feet) of available space in LSA 4 (Marschke 2001 ). 

Located just inside and to the west ofLSA 4's south wall roll-up door is the Container Sorting and 
Packaging Facility. This engineered area was added in 1995 for contact sorting of previously packaged 
wastes. The walls and ceiling of this 12-meter by 9-meter (40-foot by 28-foot) area are made of 
prefabricated, modular, 22-gauge stainless-steel panels. On the south side of LSA 4, there is a 21-meter 
by 28-meter (69-foot by 91-foot) enclosed shipping depot to enhance WVDP's ability to ship wastes off 
the site for disposal (Marschke 2001 ). 

2.2.3.4 Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area 

The Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area is an area about 274 meters (900 feet) northwest of the 
Process Building (see Figure 2-7). Originally built in 1985 as a storage area primarily for radioactively 
contaminated equipment packaged and removed from the Chemical Process Cell, it now consists of a 
Quonset-hut-style enclosure and its structural base frame. This enclosure, which is 61 meters (201 feet) 
long by 20 meters (65 feet) wide by 8 meters (25 feet) high at the center, is built from four major, 
independent sections. The two center sections are each about 19 meters (62 feet) by 20 meters (65 feet), 
and the two end sections are each about 12 meters (39 feet) by 20 meters (65 feet). Each section is bolted 
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to the same foundation base and banded to the adjacent section. The structural base frame is anI-beam 
attached to a top plate of sixty anchors 2 meters (7 feet) long and 25 centimeters (1 0 inches) in diameter 
that are screwed into the ground (Marschke 2001). 

Twenty-two painted carbon steel waste storage boxes of various sizes are stored within the Chemical 
Process Cell Waste Storage Area. These boxes, which contain contaminated vessels, equipment, and 
piping removed from the Chemical Process Cell, are stored in the center area of the enclosure. This 
center area is surrounded by 45 hexagonal concrete shielding modules. Each cavity contains twenty-one 
55-gallon drums arranged as three 7-packs. These modules provide line-of-sight shielding around the 
22 waste boxes they encircle. Four carbon steel waste boxes are placed on the east end of the enclosure, 
outside of the array of shielding modules but inside the metal enclosure for additional shielding. Nine 
carbon steel waste boxes are stored on the west end of the enclosure for the same purpose. These 
13 waste boxes contain low dose LL W equipment and material removed from clean-up activities carried 
out in the Product Purification Cell and Extraction Cell 3 (Marschke 2001 ). 

2.2.4 Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell 

The Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell is a metal structure located about 610 meters (2,000 feet) 
south of the Process Building (see Figures 1-2 and 2-8). Established in 1986, it provides shielded, passive 
storage for about 19,900 square drums of cement-solidified LLW, each with a capacity of 269 liters 
(71 gallons), produced during Cement Solidification System operations. The Radwaste Treatment 
System Drum Cell includes a gravel basepad, a vertical perimeter internal shield wall, an enclosing 
temporary weather structure, shielded load-in/load-out area, operator office, and miscellaneous 
mechanical handling and operations support equipment (Marschke 200 I). 

The basepad is a layered construction of crushed stone on a geotextile mat placed on top of a 
1- to 2-meter (3- to 6-foot) layer of compacted native clay. Moisture and settlement detecting instruments 
are installed in the clay layer. The Temporary Weather Structure is a pre-engineered metal-sided building 
that is 114 meters long (375 feet) by 18 meters (60 feet) wide by 8 meters (26 feet) high at the outside 
eave and totally encloses the 0.5-meter (20-inch) thick by 4.6-meter (15 feet) high concrete shield wall 
and stored drums. A 1,800-kilogram (2-ton) overhead crane that spans the building is used to move 
concrete drums into and out of their horizontal storage locations with a 900-kilogram (1-ton) drum 
grabber. A 696-centimeter (274-inch)-wide crane maintenance area occupies the full 18 meters (60 feet) 
on the west end. The floor of this area is gravel (Marschke 2001 ). 

2.2.5 Remote Handled Waste Facility 

Wastes that have high surface radiation exposure rates or contamination levels require processing using 
remote-handling technologies to ensure worker safety. These are referred to as remote-handled wastes 
and will be processed in the RHWF. 

The RHWF is currently under construction, but when complete it will be a free-standing facility, 
approximately 58 meters (191 feet) long by 28 meters (93 feet) wide by 14 meters (45 feet) high. It is 
located in the northwest comer of the WVDP site, northwest of the STS Support Building and southwest 
ofthe Chemical Process Waste Storage Area (see Figure 2-7). Primary activities in the RHWF will 
include confinement of contamination while handling, assaying, segregating, cutting, and packaging 
remote-handled waste streams. The RHWF will cut relatively large components into pieces small enough 
to fit into standard types of waste containers. 

The RHWF contains a receiving area, buffer cell, work cell, contact maintenance area, sample packaging 
and screening room, radiation protection operations area, waste packaging and survey area, operating 
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aisle, office area, and the loadout/truck bay. The shield walls, doors, and windows of the RHWF will be 
constructed so that the radiation exposure rate in normally occupied areas will be no greater than 
0.1 milliroentgen per hour. 

The wastes to be processed in the RHWF are a variety of sizes, shapes, and materials, including structural 
steel, concrete, grout, resins, plastics, filters, wood, and water. These materials will be in the form of 
tanks, pumps, piping, fabricated steel structures, light fixtures, conduits, jumpers, reinforced concrete 
sections, personal protective equipment, general rubble, and debris. Waste from the RHWF will be 
packaged into 55-gallon drums and B-25 boxes. 

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE- CONTINUATION OF ONGOING WASTE 
MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 

A no action alternative must be considered in all EISs to provide a benchmark against which the impacts 
of the proposed action and alternatives can be compared. For this project, the No Action Alternative 
means continuing with the waste management activities that were previously described in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement, Long-Term Management of Liquid High-level Radioactive Wastes 
Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, West Valley (DOE 1982) and its two 
supplemental analyses, environmental assessments, and categorical exclusion documentation. These 
activities would include continued surveillance, maintenance, monitoring, and other operational support 
of facilities to meet requirements for safety and hazard management. A limited amount of Class A LL W 
would be shipped to NTS or to a commercial disposal site such as Envirocare (although shipments to 
Hanford are also included for the purposes of analysis). TRU waste would continue to be stored on the 
site. HL W would continue to be stored in the Process Building on the site. Management of the waste 
storage tanks would also continue as under current operations which provide for active ventilation of the 
tanks and the annulus surrounding the tanks that is filtered through multiple banks of high-efficiency 
particulate air (HEPA) filters before being discharged. 

Under the No Action Alternative, waste management activities would include: 

• Using the full capacity of the lag storage facilities (LSB and LSAs 1, 3, and 4). Currently, these 
facilities are at about 80 percent of their capacity. 

• Processing waste from the Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area through the RHWF (see 
Figure 2-7) that is currently under construction, with the processed LL W being stored in one of the 
other onsite storage facilities. The RHWF will be used for segregating, size-reducing, repackaging, 
and otherwise preparing remote-handled radioactive wastes for transportation and disposal. 

• Continuing onsite storage of all wastes, with the exception of 4,100 cubic meters (145,000 cubic feet) 
of Class A LL W wastes that would be shipped off the site. 

• Ventilating the waste storage tanks and their surrounding vaults to manage moisture levels as a 
. . I 

corrosion preventiOn measure. 

1 Ventilation maintains a slight negative pressure inside the structures, tanks, vessels, and piping, which limits the 
potential spread of contamination from these systems. It also replaces moisture-laden air in the tanks with outside 
ambient air. The resulting air flow passes through a filter system to remove at least 99.95 percent of the particulates 
in the ventilation stream before being released to the environment through a stack equipped with continuous 
radiological monitors. The original Tank Farm Ventilation System was taken out of service in November 2001; the 
newer Permanent Ventilation System now ventilates Tanks 8D-l and 8D-2 and provides backup ventilation to Tanks 
8D-3 and SD-4, which are normally ventilated by the vitrification process ventilation system. 
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Shipments under the No Action Alternative would be limited to 4,100 cubic meters (145,000 cubic feet) 
of Class A LL W addressed under previous NEP A documentation, until more extensive shipping can be 
assessed under the other alternatives in this EIS. Class ALL W is currently being shipped to Envirocare 
and NTS; however, for the purposes of analysis, shipments of these wastes to Hanford have also been 
assessed under the No Action Alternative. Table 2-2 identifies the number of containers and shipments 
required to dispose ofup to 4,100 cubic meters (145,000 cubic feet) of Class A LLW. 

Table 2-2. Waste Shipped Under the No Action Alternative 

Container Waste Shipped Number of Number of 
Waste Type Type (cubic feet)" Containers Shipments 

Boxes 97,649 1,206 87 (truck) 

Class A LLW 
44 (rail) 

Drums 47,351 6,878 82 (truck) 
41 (rail) 

Total 145,000 8,084 169 (truck) 
85 (rail) 

a. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 

Class A LL W would be disposed of at Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal site such as Envirocare. 
Activities at those sites would include unloading trucks or railcars, inspecting the waste containers, and 
moving the waste to the disposal areas for shallow land burial. Waste handling and disposal activities at 
Envirocare are regulated by the NRC and the State of Utah under a Radioactive Material License 
(UT2300249). LL W handling and disposal activities at Hanford and NTS are described in the Draft 
Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 
2002b) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations 
(DOE 1996b ), respectively. 

DOE would conform with all federal and state regulations pertaining to the transport of 
hazardous/contaminated materials (federal regulations are described in Appendix D). Contingency plans 
for dealing with accidental releases during transportation would be in place prior to the start of the 
transportation campaign. 

2.4 ALTERNATIVE A- OFFSITE SHIPMENT OF HLW, LLW, MIXED LLW, AND 
TRU WASTE TO DISPOSAL 

Under Alternative A, DOE's Preferred Alternative, DOE would ship Class A, B and C LL W and mixed 
LLW to one oftwo DOE potential disposal sites (in Washington or Nevada) or to a commercial disposal 
site (in Utah), ship TRU waste to WIPP in New Mexico, and ship HL W to the proposed Yucca Mountain 
HL W repository. LL W and mixed LL W would be shipped over the next 10 years. TRU waste shipments 
to WIPP could occur within the next 10 years if the TRU waste is determined to meet all the requirements 
for disposal in this repository; however, if some or all of WVDP's TRU waste does not meet these 
requirements, the Department would need to explore other alternatives for disposal of this waste. HL W 
would continue to be stored on the site until2025 or later, then shipped to the proposed Yucca Mountain 
Repository. Although this period would extend well beyond the 10 years required for all other proposed 
actions under this alternative, the impacts of transporting the HL W have been included in this EIS to fully 
inform the decisionmakers should an earlier opportunity to ship HL W present itself. The waste storage 
tanks would continue to be managed as described under the No Action Alternative. 

Table 2-3 shows the number of containers that would be required and the number of offsite shipments 
that, by either truck or rail, would be needed to remove the waste under Alternative A. The waste 
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T bl 2 3 W V I c t. d Sh" t U d Alt t• A dB a e - . aste o umes, on amers, an 1pmen s n er erna 1ves an 
Totals 

Volume Alternative A Alternative B 
Waste Type (cubic feet)" Containers Shipments Shipments 

LLW 

311 (truck) 311 (truck) 
Class A, boxes 351,586 4,341 !56 (rail) 156 (rail) 

144 (truck) 144 (truck) 
Class A, drums 83,014 12,058 72 (rail) 72 (rail) 

428 (truck) 428 (truck) 
Class 8, high-integrity containers 38,500 428 I 07 (rail) I 07 (rail) 

I (truck) 1 (truck) 
Class 8, drums 194 29 I (rail) I (rail) 

141 (truck) 141 (truck) 
Class C, high-integrity containers 12,618 141 36 (rail) 36 (rail) 

91 (truck) 91 (truck) 
Class C, 55-gallon drums 6,198 901 23 (rail) 23 (rail) 

850 (truck) 850 (truck) 
Class C, 71-gallon drums 193,405 20,377 213 (rail) 213 (rail) 

1,966 (truck) 1,966 (truck) 
Total LLW 685,515 38,275 608 (rail) 608 (rail) 

TRUb 

139 (truck) 278 (truck)ct 
Contact-handled 40,000 5,810 139 (rail) 278 (rail)d 

131 (truck) 262 (truck)" 
Remote-handled 9,000 1,308 33 (rail) 66 (rail)r 

270 (truck) 540 (truck)g 
Total TRU 49,000 7,118 172 (rail) 344 (rail) 11 

HLW 

300 (truck) 600 (truck}' 
HL W canisters 300' 60 (rail) 120 (rail{ 

Mixed LLWc 

14 truck) 14 truck) 
Mixed A, drums 7,889 1,146 7 (rail) 7 (rail) 

Total Volume 742,404 

Total Containers 46,839 

2,550 (truck) 3,120 (truck) 
Total Shipments 847 (rail) 1,079 (rail)m 

Source: Marschke 2001 
a. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 
b. Defined by NRC and DOE as waste containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting isotopes, with half-lives greater 

than 20 years, per gram of waste. 
c. Generally at WVDP, mixed LLW is shipped off the site for treatment at a commercial facility and from there to a disposal 

site. Any mixed LL W shipped off the site for disposal must meet the disposal facilities' waste acceptance criteria. 
d. 139 CH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 139 CH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
e. 131 RH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 131 RH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
f. 33 RH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 33 RH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
g. 270 TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 270 TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
h. 172 TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 172 TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
1. Assumed to be 300 for purposes of analysis; actual number of canisters is 275. 
j. 300 HL W shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 300 HLW shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
k. 60 HL W shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 60 HL W shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
I. Includes 270 TRU waste, and 300 HL W, truck shipments from interim storage to disposal. Alternative 8 would load the 

same number of truck shipments (2,550) at WVDP for shipment offsite as Alternative A. 
m. Includes 172 TRU waste, and 60 HL W, rail shipments from interim storage to disposal. Alternative B would load the same 

number of rail shipments (847) at WVDP for shipment offsite as Alternative A. 
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volumes used in this EIS were based on waste volumes that are currently in storage and projections of 
additional wastes that could be generated from ongoing operations over the next 10 years, as described in 
Section 2.3. These volumes were then escalated by about 10 percent to account for the uncertainties in 
future waste projections, packaging efficiency, and the choice of shipping container. Using this process, 
CH-TRU waste was escalated to 1,130 cubic meters (40,000 cubic feet) (from 1,020 cubic meters 
[36,000 cubic feet]), and RH-TRU waste was escalated to 250 cubic meters (9,000 cubic feet) (from 
230 cubic meters [8,000 cubic feet]). LLW was escalated to 14,000 cubic meters (500,000 cubic feet) 
(from 13,000 cubic meters [450,000 cubic feet]), with the exception of the LLW volumes stored in the 
Drum Cell, which were not escalated because actual container counts are known. This escalated volume 
includes 223 cubic meters (7,889 cubic feet) of mixed LLW. 

LL W and mixed LL W would be disposed of at Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal site such as 
Envirocare. Activities at those sites would include unloading trucks or railcars, inspecting the waste 
containers, and moving the waste to the disposal areas for shallow land burial. Waste handling and 
disposal activities at Envirocare are regulated by the NRC and the State of Utah under a Radioactive 
Material License (UT2300249). LL W and mixed LL W handling and disposal activities at Hanford and 
NTS are described in the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for 
Managing, Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200) 
(DOE 1997a). 

TRU waste would be disposed of at WIPP or DOE would explore other alternatives. TRU waste would 
arrive on tractor-trailer trucks or railcars. At WIPP, DOE would unload the waste, inspect the waste 
packages, prepare the packages to be moved underground, and then move them underground for disposal. 
Environmental and health impacts of TRU waste handling and disposal activities at WIPP are described 
in the WIPP Supplemental EIS II (DOE 1997b). 

HLW would be disposed of at a geologic repository (assumed to be the Yucca Mountain Repository). 
Waste handling and disposal activities for HL W are described in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive 
Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE 2002a). 

DOE would conform with all federal and state regulations pertaining to the transport of 
hazardous/contaminated materials (federal regulations are described in Appendix D). Contingency plans 
for dealing with accidental releases during transportation would be in place prior to the start of the 
transportation campaign. 

2.5 ALTERNATIVE B- OFFSITE SHIPMENT OF LLW AND MIXED LLW TO 
DISPOSAL AND SHIPMENT OF HL WAND TRU WASTE TO INTERIM 
STORAGE 

Under Alternative B, LL W and mixed LL W shipping would occur as characterized under Alternative A; 
however, TRU and HL W would be shipped to interim offsite storage. As would be the action under 
Alternative A, LL W and mixed LL W currently in storage would be prepared for disposal and shipped off 
the site to Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal site such as Envirocare. TRU waste would be shipped 
to Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, or SRS for interim storage, then to WIPP for disposal. TRU waste could also 
be shipped to WIPP for interim storage prior to disposal there. TRU waste disposal at WIPP would be 
subject to the same regulatory requirements described under Alternative A. HL W would be shipped to 
SRS or the Hanford Site for interim storage, with subsequent shipment to a HL W repository (assumed to 
be the proposed Yucca Mountain Repository for the purposes of analysis in this EIS). The waste 
volumes, containers, and shipments, from WVDP, would not change under Alternative B from those 
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proposed under Alternative A. However, the additional shipments of TRU wastes and HL W from interim 
storage locations result in a higher total number of shipments for Alternative B. 

As an alternative to the ongoing ventilation of the waste storage tanks under the No Action Alternative 
and Alternative A, under Alternative B the waste storage tanks and their surrounding vaults would be 
partially filled with a retrievable, controlled low-strength material (grout) to provide for interim 
stabilization of the tanks. 

For the purposes of analysis in this EIS, DOE assumed that Tanks SD-1 and SD-2 and the annulus 
surrounding each tank would be filled to a depth of approximately 1 meter ( 40 inches) with grout. Using 
a conservative pumping rate of 8 cubic meters (1 0 cubic yards) per hour, it would take approximately 
60 hours to fill each tank/vault. The addition of grout to the tanks would not constitute an irreversible 
action. The grout material would be formulated to be sufficiently flexible to provide shielding and would 
be retrievable should DOE decide to remove the tanks in the future. The formulation of this low-strength 
grout material would need to be developed and would be the subject of additional regulatory reviews 
(such as RCRA) before the interim stabilization action could be implemented. The grout material would 
also be developed to provide sufficient structural stability and radionuclide retention should DOE decide 
to close the tanks in place. 

LL W and mixed LL W would be disposed of at Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal site such as 
Envirocare. Activities at those sites would include unloading trucks or railcars, inspecting the waste 
containers, and moving the waste to the disposal areas for shallow land burial. Waste handling and 
disposal activities at Envirocare are regulated by the NRC and the State of Utah under a Radioactive 
Material License (UT2300249). LL W and mixed LL W handling and disposal activities at Hanford and 
NTS are described in the Draft Hanford Site Solid (Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program 
Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 2002b) and the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Nevada Test Site and Off-site Locations (DOE 1996b), respectively. 

TRU waste would be shipped to Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, or SRS for interim storage, and then to WIPP 
for disposal. TRU waste could also be shipped to WIPP for interim storage prior to disposal there. 

At the interim storage sites, the TRU waste would be unloaded, inspected, and moved to storage areas. 
Additional storage facilities may be needed at these sites, depending on the available waste storage 
capacity at the time. Up to 0.2 hectare (0.5 acre) ofland might be required for facilities sufficient to 
safely store the 49,000 cubic feet (1,372 cubic meters) ofTRU waste currently stored at WVDP. Siting, 
constructing, and operating TRU waste storage facilities at INEEL, ORNL, and SRS were addressed in 
the Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(DOE 1995a), the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Treating Transuranic (TRU)/Alpha Low 
Level Waste at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge, Tennessee (DOE 2000), and the 
Savannah River Site Waste Management Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1995b ), 
respectively. 

Further, the WM PElS (DOE 1997a) analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
possible treatment ofTRU waste from offsite generators at WIPP prior to disposal. For that reason, DOE 
included WIPP as a potential location for interim storage ofTRU waste generated at WVDP. A decision 
to ship TRU waste to WIPP for interim storage prior to disposal at WIPP would require siting, 
construction, and operation ofTRU waste storage capacity at WIPP and additional NEPA review .. 
Shipment of TRU waste from the interim storage facilities to WIPP and activities at that site are described 
in the WIPP Supplemental EIS II (DOE 1997b). 
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Interim storage of WVDP HL W at Hanford or SRS for interim storage prior to disposal at a geologic 
repository was analyzed as part of the Regionalized Alternatives in the WM PElS (DOE 1997a). 

DOE would conform with all federal and state regulations pertaining to the transport of 
hazardous/contaminated materials (federal regulations are described in Appendix D). Contingency plans 
for dealing with accidental releases during transportation would be in place prior to the start of the 
transportation campaign. 

2.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT ANALYZED 

In contrast with alternatives assessed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.for Completion of the 
West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term Management of Facilities at the Western 
New York Nuclear Service Center (DOE 1996a), this EIS does not analyze any new onsite disposal of 
wastes or indefinite storage of currently stored wastes or wastes to be generated as a result of ongoing 
operations over the next 10 years. DOE has issued EISs and decisions that identify disposal sites other 
than the WVDP for each waste type considered in this EIS (see Section 1.7). These sites, identified in 
Alternatives A and B, already have existing or planned disposal capacity; they are safe, secure, and 
suitable from an environmental standpoint. In light of the current and anticipated availability of disposal 
facilities at these other sites, DOE presently does not consider an alternative to construct and maintain 
waste storage facilities at the WVDP to be practical or reasonable over time, because of continuing costs 
of construction of new facilities and maintenance of existing facilities. 

For purposes of analysis in this EIS, DOE selected potential sites for interim storage and disposal of TRU 
waste and HLW based on the WM PElS (DOE 1997a), the WIPP Supplemental EIS II (DOE 1997b ), and 
the associated RODs for these documents. For TRU waste, DOE analyzed Hanford, INEEL, LANL, 
ORR, Mound, NTS, SRS, and WIPP as potential storage sites for TRU waste. The TRU waste ROD 
stated that: 

"In the future, the Department may decide to ship TRU wastes from sites where it may be 
impractical to prepare them for disposal to sites where DOE has or will have the necessary 
capability. The sites that could receive such shipments ofTRU waste are [INEEL, ORR, SRS, 
and Hanford]. However, any future decisions regarding transfer ofTRU wastes would be subject 
to appropriate review under [NEPA] and to agreements DOE has entered into." 63 Fed. Reg. 
3629 ( 1998). 

Based on this analysis and documentation, DOE considered Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, and SRS as the 
potential interim storage locations under Alternative B for TRU waste generated at WVDP. Further, the 
WM PElS (DOE 1997a) analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with the possible 
treatment ofTRU waste from offsite generators at WIPP prior to disposal. For that reason, DOE included 
WIPP as a potential location for interim storage of TRU waste generated at WVDP. A decision to ship 
TRU waste to WIPP for interim storage prior to disposal at WIPP would require additional NEPA review. 

With respect to HL W, the HL W ROD stated that DOE had decided to store immobilized HL W at 
Hanford, INEEL, SRS, and WVDP (64 Fed. Reg. 46661 (1999)). In this WVDP Waste Management EIS, 
DOE examined the environmental impacts associated with shipping HL W generated at WVDP to 
Hanford or SRS for interim storage prior to disposal at a geologic repository. Although the impacts of 
shipping HL W to INEEL are not specifically analyzed in this EIS, DOE expects those impacts would be 
less than shipping to Hanford because the distance to INEEL is shorter and impacts are directly related to 
the miles traveled. 
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2.7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

This section summarizes and compares the potential environmental impacts of the No Action Alternative, 
Alternative A, and Alternative B. As described previously, the waste management actions proposed 
under all alternatives would be conducted in existing facilities (or, in the case of waste transportation, on 
existing road and rail lines) by the existing work force over the next 10 years, and would not involve new 
construction or building demolition. As a result, the scope of potential impacts that could result from the 
proposed actions is limited. Specifically, because there would be no mechanism for new land disturbance 
under any alternative, there would be no potential to directly or indirectly impact current land use; biotic 
communities; cultural, historical, or archaeological resources; visual resources; threatened or endangered 
species or their critical habitats; wetlands; or floodplains. Additionally, because the work force 
requirements would be the same under all alternatives (for example, there would be no increases or 
decreases from current employment levels), there would be no potential for socioeconomic impacts. For 
these reasons, the potential for impacts under all the alternatives are limited to human health and 
transportation impacts. Interim storage ofTRU waste and HL W at other DOE sites could require the 
siting, construction, and operation of additional storage capacity for the volume of WVDP wastes to be 
stored, depending on the storage capacity at those sites at the time. It is recognized that additional review 
of interim storage impacts at the receiving sites could be necessary prior to implementation of these 
actions assessed in this EIS under Alternative B. 

Table 2-4 summarizes the normal operational impacts under the three proposed alternatives over the 
10-year period analyzed in this EIS. Because the proposed waste management actions would involve 
only the storage, packaging, loading, and shipment of wastes and management options for the waste 
storage tanks, the proposed activities would result in a statistically insignificant contribution to the 
historically low impacts of ongoing WVDP operations. As a result, the human health impacts to involved 
and noninvolved workers and the public are dominated by ongoing WVDP site operations; therefore, 
there is little discernible difference in the impacts that could occur among the three alternatives. 
Table 2-5 summarizes the onsite accident consequences that could result from the proposed actions under 
each alternative. Chapter 4 provides a detailed assessment of impacts. Under all alternatives, the risk of a 
latent cancer fatality from the proposed actions that would occur onsite would be less than 1, whether 
under normal operating conditions or accidents. Offsite transportation of wastes would also result in less 
than 1 fatality from normal operations and accidents under all alternatives. Under maximum reasonably 
foreseeable transportation accidents, 1 latent cancer fatality could result from truck transportation, and 
2 latent cancer fatalities could result from rail transportation, under the No Action Alternative. About 
4 latent cancer fatalities could result from either truck or rail transportation under Alternative A or B. 

The WM PElS (DOE 1997a), the WIPP Supplemental EIS II (DOE 1997b), and the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level 
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE 2002a) analyzed potential 
environmental impacts associated with management (treatment, storage, or disposal) of LL W, mixed 
LLW, TRU waste, and HLW, including waste generated and stored at WVDP. Using data extrapolated 
from these earlier NEPA documents, Table 2-6 shows the potential estimated human health impacts of 
managing WVDP waste at Envirocare, Hanford, INEEL, NTS, ORNL, SRS, WIPP, and a geologic 
repository at Yucca Mountain. Appendix C, Section C.10, explains how these impacts were derived. 
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Table 2-4. Summary of Normal Operational Impacts at West Valley 

(See Chapter 4 for further discussion of impacts) 

Unit of No Action Alternative A -
Impact Area Measure Alternative Preferred Alternative B 

Human Health Impacts" 
Public Impacts from Continued Operations 

MEl LCF 3.7 x w- 3.7 x w- 3.7 x w-
Population LCF 1.5 x w-J 1.5 x w·" 1.5 x 1 o·' 

Worker Impacts 
Involved worker MEl LCF 3.4 X 104 1.3 x w-_, J.3 X 10-J 

Noninvolved worker MEl LCF 3.0 x 1 o-4 3.0 X 104 3.0 x w-4 

Involved worker population LCF 2.1 X 10·-' 0.031 0.031 
Noninvolved worker population LCF O.D75 O.D75 O.D75 
Total worker population LCF 0.077 0.11 0.11 

Transportation 

169 (truck) 2,550 (truck) 3,120 (truck)b 
Total Shipments 85 (rail) 847 (rail) I ,079 (rail)c 

Im}Jacts (from all causes- radiological and nonradiological; routine and accident conditions) 
Truck Fatalities 0.034-0.041 0.79- 0.82 0.84-0.93 
Rail Fatalities 0.042- 0.049 0.60-0.68 0.66-0.79 

Maximum reasonably foreseeable accidents 
LCF 

Truck (Probability) I (5 X 10·7) 4 (6 x w-7) 4 (8 x w-7
) 

LCF 
Rail (Probability) 2 (2 X I 0-6

) 4 (I X 10·7) 4 (3 X 10·7
) 

Geoloxy and Soils No impact No impact No impact 
Water Quality and Resources 

Groundwater No impact No impact No impact 
Surface water No impact No impact No impact 
Wetlands No impact No impact No impact 
Floodplains No impact No impact No impact 

Noise and Aesthetics No impact No impact No impact 
Ecoloxical Resources 

Threatened and endangered species No impact No impact No impact 
Otherj:>lants and animals No impact No impact No impact 

Land Use No impact No impact No impact 
Socioeconomics No impact No impact No impact 
Environmental Justice No impact No impact No impact 
Cultural Resources No impact No impact No impact 

.. . . . . 
a. MEl= maximally exposed mdividual; LCF =latent cancer fatality (number of fatalities expected or probability) . 
b. Includes 270 TRU waste, and 300 HLW, truck shipments from interim storage to disposal. Alternative B would make the 

same number of truck shipments (2,550) from WVDP as Alternative A. 
c. Includes 172 TRU waste, and 60 HL W, rail shipments from interim storage to disposal. Alternative B would make the same 

number of rail shipments (847) from WVDP as Alternative A. 
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Table 2-5. Summary of Accident Impacts3 

No Action Alternativeb Alternative A b Alternative Bb 
Worker MEl Population< Worker MEl Population< Worker I MEl Population< 

Accident (LCF) JLCF} (LCF) 
Drum Puncture" 3.6 x w-9 1.4 x w-9 4.5 x w-6 6.0 X 10-H 2.3 x w-8 1.2 x w-5 6.0 X 10-X 2.3 x w-8 1.2 x w-5 

Pallet Drop0 2.1 x w-s 8.4 x w-9 2.6 X 10-5 3.5 x w-7 1.4 x w-7 4.4 X 10-4 3.5 x w-7 1.4 x w-7 4.4 x w-4 

Box Puncture0 4.3 x w-8 1.1 x w-8 5.4 x w-5 6.o x w-7 2.3 x w-7 1.2 x w-4 6.o x w-7 2.3 x w-7 1.2 x w-4 

Drum Cell Drop NAg NA NA 2.4 x 1o-s 9.6 x w-9 3.0 x w-5 2.4 x w-8 9.6 x w-9 3.o x w-s 
HICe Drop NA NA NA 7.5 X 10-7 3.1 X 10-7 9.6 x w-4 7.5 x w-7 3.1 x w-7 9.6 x w-4 

CH-TRU Drum NA NA NA 1.9 X 10·5 7.8 X 10-6 0.025 1.9 x w-5 7.8 x w-6 0.025 
Puncture 
RHWF Fire NA NA NA 6.5 X 10-5 2.6 x w-5 0.084 6.5 x w-5 2.6 x w-5 0.084 
Collapse of Tank 1.2 x w-6 4.9 x w-7 1.5 x w-3 1.2 X 10-6 4.9 x w-7 1.5 X 10-3 1.2 x w-6 4.9 x w-7 u x w-3 

8D-2 (Wet)d 
Collapse of Tank 1.4 x w-6 5.7 x w-7 1.8 x w-3 1.4 X 10-6 5.7 x w-7 1.8 x w-3 1.4 x w-6 5.7 x w-7 1.8 x w-3 

8D-2 (Dry)d 
--- -- --- --

a. Based on atmospheric conditions (stability class and wind speed) that are not exceeded 50 percent of the time. 
b. MEl = maximally exposed individual; LCF = latent cancer fatality (probability).· 
c. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. 
d. Ground-level release. 
e. HIC =High integrity container. 
f. RHWF =Remote Handled Waste Facility. 
g. NA =Not Applicable. Accident scenario could not occur under specified alternative. 

Note: Of the 12 accidents analyzed, 5 could occur under any of the three alternatives and 7 could occur only under Alternatives A orB (see Appendix C). The accident 
impacts shown for the No Action Altemative primarily involve Class A LLW. The accident impacts shown for Alternatives A and B primarily involve Class C LLW. 
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Table 2-6. Summary of Offsite Human Health Impacts 

No Action Alternative Alternative A 
Disposal of Class A LL W" Di~osal of LL We and mixed LL W0 

Worker MEl Population Worker MEl Population 
(LCF}_ (LCF) 

5.4 X 10-.J 6.9 x w-' NN 3.6 X w-L 5.1 X 10-o NA 
Disposal of Class A LL W" Disposal of LL We and mixed LL Wa 

Worker MEl Population Worker MEl Population 
(LCF) (LCF) 

5.4 X 10-J 6.9 x w-6 NA 3.6 x w-2 5.1 x w-s NA 

No activities No activities 

Disposal of Class A LL W" Disposal ofLLWe and mixed LLW0 

Worker MEl Population Worker MEl Population 
(LCF) (LCF) 

4.8 X 10-' 3.o x w- ' NA 3.2 x w-- 2.1 x w-' NA 

No activities No activities 

Alternative B 
Disposal ofLLWe and mixed LLW0 

Worker I MEl I Population 
(LCF) 

3.6 x 10-- I 5.1 X 10-. I NA 
Disposal ofLLWe and mixed LLW0 

Worker I MEl I Population 
(LCF) 

3.6 x w-- I 5.1 X 10- 1 NA 
Interim Storage of TRU waste 

Worker I MEl l Population 
(LCF) 

J.3 X 10-.J I 3.4 X w-x I 1.7 x w--
Interim Storage ofHLWg 

Worker I MEl l Population 
(LCF) 

3.6 x w-- I NA I NA 
Interim Storage of TRU waste 

Worker I MEl l Population 
(LCF) 

2.5 X 10-' I 5.1 X 10-K I 4.1 X 10-4 

Disposal ofLLWe and mixed LLW0 

Worker I MEl I Population 
(LCF) 

3.2 X 10-- I 2.1 X 10-" I NA 
Interim Storag_e of TRU waste 

Worker I MEl I Population 
(LCF) 

9.0 x w-4 I 1.4 X w-x I 4.6 X 10-4 
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Table 2-6. Summary of Offsite Human Health Impacts (cont) 

Site No Action Alternative Alternative A Alternative B 
Interim Storage of TRU waste1 

Worker I MEl I Population 
(LCF) 

SRS No activities No activities 
7.4 X 10- I 2.t X 10-IO I 2.3 X 10--

Interim Storage ofHLWg 
Worker I MEl I Population 

(LCF) 
2.0 X to-L I NA I NA 

Disposal of TRU waste Interim Storage of TRU waste' 
Worker MEl Population Worker I MEl I Population 

(LCF) (LCF) 

WIPP No activities 
\.6 X 10-4 I 6.9 X 10-7 I 2.6 X 10-J 

Disposal of TRU waste 
\.Q X 10-l 3.0 X 10-9 3.0 X 10-o Worker I MEl I Population 

(LCF) 
\.Q X 10-- I 3.0 x to-" I 3.0 X 10-' 

Disposal of HL Wg Disposal of HL Wg 

Yucca Mountain 
No activities Worker MEl Population Worker I MEl I Population 

Repository (LCF) (LCF) 
6.R X 10-- 3.t X 10- 2.0 X 10-- 6.8 X 10-- I 3.t X 10- I 2.0 x to--

a. Impacts of disposal of Class A LLW and mixed LL W at Envirocare are assumed to be similar to impacts at Hanford. 
b. The volume Class A LLW to be disposed of would be 145,000 cubic feet. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 
c. The volume ofLLW to be disposed of would be 685,515 cubic feet. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 
d. The volume of mixed LLW to be disposed of would be 7,889 cubic feet. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 
e. NA =Not available. 
f. The volume ofTRU waste to be stored or disposed of would be 49,000 cubic feet. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 
g. The volume ofHLW to be stored or disposed of is assumed to be 300 canisters for purposes of analysis; actual number of canisters is 275. 

Sources: DOE 1997a, 1997b. 
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CHAPTER3 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter summarizes the existing environmental conditions at the Western New York Nuclear Service 
Center and the surrounding area. Drawing upon information generated for WVDP environmental programs, 
the 1996 Draft Closure EIS, and Annual Site Environmental Reports, this chapter characterizes the receptors 
and environmental media that may be affected by the proposed waste management activities described in 
Chapter 2. This chapter also characterizes, in less detail, the ecological resources, geology, socioeconomics, 
land use, and related aspects of the environment at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center that 
would not be affected by the actions described in Chapter 2. This approach is consistent with the Council 
on Environmental Quality's recommendations in their regulations for NEP A implementation ( 40 CFR 
1502.15). For additional detailed descriptions of the affected environment, refer to the West Valley 

·Demonstration Project Safety Analysis Report- Project Overview and General Information (WVNS 2000b) 
and the West Valley Demonstration Project Site Environmental Report, Calendar Year 2000 (WVNS 2001 ). 

The waste management actions proposed in Chapter 2 would have very little potential for impacts to 
workers, the public, or the environment on and around WVDP, because the actions would not involve 
additional discharges or releases, or new ground disturbance. The proposed actions would occur within 
existing buildings, or upon existing highways and rail lines. The packaging and handling of wastes for 
shipment would be accomplished within existing buildings with HEP A filtration systems that would 
reduce emissions to acceptable levels. The actions proposed in this EIS would involve no discharges of 
process effluents. The only receptors that would be impacted by the proposed waste management actions 
would be the workers actually involved in the packaging, loading, and shipping of the wastes, also 
referred to as involved workers. Other WVDP workers (noninvolved workers) and the public would have 
no potential exposure to the proposed waste management actions during routine operations and thus 
would be impacted only by ongoing WVDP operations or under accident scenarios. Nationally, the 
involved workers and the public could receive exposures along transportation routes. 

Because the potential for impacts from the proposed actions assessed in this EIS is very limited, the 
description of the affected environment in this chapter has been reduced accordingly. This approach is 
consistent with DOE and Council on Environmental Quality NEPA guidance; both agencies recommend 
that an EIS focus only on that which is important for the impact analyses. A basic description of the 
region in which the Center is located has been provided to provide the reader with a broad overview of 
the potentially affected environment. 

3.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center is located on the Glaciated Allegheny Plateau section of 
the Appalachian Plateau Physiographic Province. This 78,000-square-kilometer (30,000-square-mile) 
region is bounded on the north by the Erie-Ontario Lowlands, on the east by the Tughill Upland, on the 
south by the unglaciated Appalachian Plateau, and on the west by the Interior Lowlands. The Glaciated 
Allegheny Plateau has been subjected to the erosional and depositional actions of repeated glaciations, 
resulting in the accumulation of various glacial deposits over the area. Fluvial erosion (that is, erosion 
resulting from action or movement of a stream or river) and mass wasting (that is, the downslope 
movement of soil and rock material as the result of gravity) currently are altering the glacial landscape 
(WVNS 2000b ). No geologic fold or fault of any consequence is recognized within the site area. The 
closest major structural zone is the St. Lawrence Rift Valley System, located about 480 kilometers 
(300 miles) to the northeast. The north-trending Clarendon-Linden Structure, located 50 kilometers 
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(30 miles) northeast of the site, is the only significant structural feature in the western New York region. 
From 173 7 to 1999, there have been 119 recorded earthquakes within 480 kilometers (300 miles) of the 
WVDP with epicentral intensities of Modified Mercalli Intensities V to VII. Of the 119 recorded 
earthquakes, 25 occurred within 320 kilometers (200 miles) of the WVDP (WVNS 2000b ). The highest 
Modified Mercalli Intensity estimated to have occurred at the Center within the last 100 years was an 
Intensity ofiV, which is similar to vibrations from a heavy truck that might be felt by people indoors, but 
do not cause damage (DOE 1996). 

3.2 HYDROLOGY 

This section describes the existing hydrology at the Project Premises and surrounding area. 

3.2.1 Surface Water 

The WVDP facilities and its two water supply reservoirs lie in separate watersheds, both of which are 
drained by Buttermilk Creek (Figure 3-1). Buttermilk Creek, which roughly bisects the Western New 
York Nuclear Service Center, flows in a northwestward direction to its confluence with Cattaraugus 
Creek, at the northwest end of the Center. Several tributary streams flow into Buttermilk Creek at the 
Center. The flow length of Buttermilk Creek through the Center is about 7,600 meters (25,000 feet). 
About 2,700 meters (9,000 feet) of this is adjacent to the Project Facilities and the water supply reservoirs 
(WVNS 2000b ). 

Buttermilk Creek lies in a deep, narrow valley cut into glacial soils. A downstream portion of the creek 
has down cut to shale bedrock. The reach of stream to the east of the facilities has downcut through the 
Lavery till and the underlying Kent recessional units and is currently incising the Kent till. The stream 
invert drops from an elevation of 400 meters (1,300 feet) at the southern site boundary, to 370 meters 
(1,200 feet) at the northern edge of the Project Facilities, to 340 meters (1,100 feet) at the confluence with 
Cattaraugus Creek. The drainage area ofthe Buttermilk Creek basin was estimated to be 80 square 
kilometers (30 square miles) (DOE 1996). The drainage area to this point is estimated to be about 
76 square kilometers (29 square miles) (WVNS 2000b). 

Cattaraugus Creek flows westward from the Buttermilk Creek confluence to Lake Erie, 63 kilometers 
(39 miles) downstream. The total drainage area is estimated to be 1,360 square kilometers (520 square 
miles). A gauging station has been maintained at Gowanda, New York, since 1939. The drainage basin 
to this point is estimated to be about 1,120 square kilometers (430 square miles). The drainage area of 
Cattaraugus Creek upstream of the Buttermilk Creek confluence is 560 square kilometers (220 square 
miles) (WVNS 2000b ). 

The drainage basin on the Project Premises is relatively small, consisting of approximately 5 square 
kilometers (2 square miles). The outfall of the watershed (that is, the point where all surface runoff from 
the site reaches a single stream channel) is at the confluence of Frank's Creek and Quarry Creek, north of 
the main Project Facilities. The watershed extends in a southwest direction from this point. Ground 
cover consists of the main Project Facilities, forest, abandoned farmlands, and a small amount of active 
farmland. 

The watershed on the Project Premises is drained by three named streams: Quarry Creek, Frank's Creek, 
and Erdman Brook (Figure 3-2; WVNS 2000a). Erdman Brook and Quarry Creek are tributaries to 
Frank's Creek, which in turn flows into Buttermilk Creek. Erdman Brook, the smallest of the three 
streams, drains the central and largest fraction of the developed WVDP premises, including a large 
portioq of the disposal areas and the areas surrounding the lagoon system; the plant, office, and 
warehouse areas; and a major part of the parking lots. Following treatment, the WVDP's waste waters 
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Figure 3-2. Surface Water on WVDP Premises 
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are also discharged to this brook. Erdman Brook flows from a height of over 430 meters ( 1,400 feet) west 
of Rock Springs Road to 400 meters (1,300 feet) at the confluence with Frank's Creek northeast of the 
lagoons. It flows for about 900 meters (3,000 feet) through the Project Facilities. 

Quarry Creek, which drains the largest area of the three named streams, receives runoff from the tank 
farm, the north half of the northern parking lot, and the temporary radioactive waste storage tents. It 
flows from an elevation of 590 meters (1 ,900 feet) west of Dutch Hill Road to 380 meters ( 1,250 feet) at 
its confluence with Frank's Creek. The segment that flows along the north side of the project is about 
900 meters (3,000 feet) in length. 

A small dam formerly used for hydroelectric power and water impoundment is located on Cattaraugus 
Creek about 300 meters (1,000 feet) upstream ofthe Scoby Road bridge, southwest of Springville, New 
York. Neither Buttermilk Creek nor Cattaraugus Creek downstream of the WVDP are used as a regular 
source of potable water. The steep-walled nature of the downstream valley and the region's annual 
precipitation combine to make irrigation from the creeks impracticable and unnecessary. Cattle from a 
neighboring dairy farm have access to Buttermilk Creek near the confluence of Cattaraugus Creek. Milk 
from the cattle is routinely monitored for radioactivity. Cattaraugus Creek downstream of Buttermilk is a 
popular fishing and canoeing/rafting waterway. Cattaraugus Creek water is also used to irrigate tomato 
fields in Chautauqua County. As such, Cattaraugus Creek water, fish, and sediments are monitored as 
part ofthe WVDP environmental monitoring program (WVNS 2000a, WVNS 2000b). 

The two water supply reservoirs, which are interconnected by a short canal, are located to the south of the 
main Project Facilities. They were formed by blocking off two tributaries to Buttermilk Creek with 
earthen dams. The south reservoir drains to the north reservoir, which then discharges to Buttermilk 
Creek through a sluice gate water-level control structure. The emergency spillway is located on the south 
reservoir. The reservoirs collect drainage from numerous small streams over a 13-square-kilometer 
(5-square-mile) drainage basin. The watershed ground cover is a mix of forest, cultivated fields, and 
pastures. Several small farm ponds are located throughout the basin. 

Frank's Creek receives runoff from the east side ofthe WVDP, including the Drum Cell, part of the state 
radioactive waste burial area, and the former construction demolition and debris landfill. It flows into 
Buttermilk Creek about 600 meters (2,000 feet) downstream of its confluence with Quarry Creek. It 
flows from an elevation of550 meters (1,800 feet) west ofRock Springs Road, to 380 meters (1,250 feet) 
at the Quarry Creek confluence, to 360 meters (1 ,200 feet) at the Buttermilk Creek confluence. About 
1,800 meters (6,000 feet) of its length is adjacent to WVDP Facilities. 

Supplemental information on surface water hydrology may be found in Volume III of the Environmental 
Information Document (Part 2) (WVNS 1993 b). Additional information pertaining to the geomorphology 
of stream valleys, both onsite and offsite, is presented in Volume III of the Environmental Information 
Document (Part 1) (WVNS 1993a). 

3.2.2 Groundwater 

The Center is located within the Cattaraugus Creek Basin Aquifer System, a system that has been 
designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a sole or principal source of drinking 
water for the surrounding towns (52 Fed. Reg. 36102(1987)). This means that all projects with federal 
financial assistance constructed in this basin are subject to EPA review to ensure that they are designed 
and constructed so as not to create a significant hazard to public health. WVDP waste management 
actions would not require any facility construction at the Center and are not expected to cause 
construction or any other impacts requiring EPA review on the surface water or groundwater resources 
described in this section. 
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The WVDP site is underlain by two aquifer zones, neither of which can be considered highly permeable 
or productive. The groundwater flow patterns pertinent to the site relate to recharge and downgradient 
movement for these two aquifers. Groundwater in the surficial unit tends to move in an easterly or 
northeasterly direction from the western boundary of the site, close to Rock Springs Road. Most of the 
groundwater in this unit discharges via springs and seeps into Frank's Creek or into small tributaries of 
that creek (for example, Erdman Brook). Groundwater recharging the weathered shale and rubble zone 
tends to move eastward toward the thalweg of the buried valley (the locus of the lowest points in the 
cross-section of the buried valley), located about 300 to 350 meters (980 to 1,150 feet) west of Buttermilk 
Creek. Once attaining the thalweg, the direction of groundwater movement shifts to the direction of the 
thalweg, about 25 degrees west, and proceeds toward the northwest (WVNS 2000b ). 

Wells identified near the Western New York Nuclear Service Center serve residences and farms; the 
maximum number of persons served per well was ten. Most of the wells are located on the higher 
elevations east and west of the Center, along the principal north-south county roads. A second 
concentration of wells is located on the lowlands north of the Center in the vicinity of Bond Road and 
Thomas Corners Road. The wells are up gradient of or are otherwise hydraulically isolated from 
groundwater at the site (WVNS 2000b ). 

Water supplies north of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center and south of Cattaraugus Creek 
derive mainly from springs and shallow dug wells completed in Defiance Outwash, which overlie the 
Lavery till in this area. The distribution of springs and the general geologic relationships indicate that the 
groundwater system here is perched above the Lavery and that flow patterns are much the same as those 
that characterize the North Plateau at the WVDP. This hydrostratigraphic unit clearly is disconnected 
from the WVDP both hydraulically and topographically. Nonetheless, water supplies developed from 
bedrock wells in this same area downstream and downgradient of the WVDP might be hydraulically 
connected to water originating on the site via the surface water system and shale exposures in the lower 
reaches of Buttennilk Creek (WVNS 2000b ). 

Supply wells on the uplands bordering the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, such as along 
Route 240 and Dutch Hill Road, are completed in bedrock. A nominall5 meters (50 feet) of till overlie a 
fractured bedrock aquifer on the summit levels west of the site; a comparison of screen depths and static 
water levels indicate that the aquifer is confined (WVNS 2000b ). A similar situation exists on the 
uplands east of the Center, except that most of these wells intersect from 20 to 45 meters (66 to 150 feet) 
of the Kent till and ground moraine layers above their completion depths in shale bedrock. Groundwater 
supplies in both of these areas can be assumed to be isolated hydraulically from groundwater in bedrock 
at lower elevations beneath the Center and the WVDP (WVNS 2000b ). 

The Lavery till and underlying lacustrine sequence currently are not drawn upon for groundwater 
supplies, and there is no reason to anticipate that the till, given its hydraulic properties, ever will be 
considered a source of groundwater. The Lavery till layer and Kent recessional sequence unit directly 
beneath the Lavery till layer are generally regarded as containing all the potential routes for the migration 
of contamination to the surface water system and to offsite areas (WVNS 2000b ). 

3.3 METEOROLOGY AND AIR QUALITY 

The WVDP is situated approximately 50 kilometers (30 miles) inland from the eastern end of Lake Erie 
in western New York State. The climate of western New York State is of the moist continental type 
prevalent in the northeastern United States. The climate is diverse due to the influence of several 
atmospheric and geographic factors or controls (WVNS 2000b ). 
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Western New York is exposed to a variety of air masses. Cold dry air masses that form over Canada 
reach the area from the northwesterly quadrant. Prevailing winds from the southwest and south bring 
warm, humid air masses from the Gulf of Mexico and neighboring waters of the subtropical Atlantic 
Ocean. On occasion, cool, cloudy, and damp weather affects western New York through airflow from the 
east and northeast (WVNS 2000b ). 

The prevailing wind direction is southwesterly, and windspeed averages approximately 5.4 meters per 
second (12 miles per hour). The strongest winds occur from November through March and are generally 
southwesterly to west-southwesterly (DOE 1996). Figures 3-3 and 3-4 characterize the wind conditions 
for calendar year 2000 from onsite monitoring stations at 10 meters (33 feet) and 60 meters (197 feet) 
from the ground. 

Western New York is bordered by two of the Great Lakes: Lake Erie on the west and Lake Ontario on 
the north. These exert a major controlling influence on the climate of the region. Topography also affects 
the climate. Elevations in western New York range from about 110 meters (350 feet) along the Lake 
Ontario shore in Oswego County to more than 610 meters (2,000 feet) in the southwestern highlands of 
Cattaraugus and Allegheny counties. The lake plain extends inland about 40 kilometers (25 miles) from 
Lake Ontario, but along Lake Erie it gradually narrows from about 16 kilometers ( 10 miles) in the Buffalo 
area to 8 kilometers (5 miles) or less in Chautauqua County. The southern two-thirds of the region is 
composed of hilly, occasionally rugged terrain with elevations generally above 300 meters (1 ,000 feet). 
This area is interspersed with numerous river valleys and gently sloping plateau areas. Such topographic 
features may produce locally significant variation of climatic elements within relatively short distances. 

The winter climate of western New York is marked by abundant snowfall. The areas with the lightest 
snowfall, with average seasonal accumulations of 102 to 127 centimeters (40 to 50 inches), are the lower 
Chemung Valley, the western Finger Lakes, and northern Niagara County. The heaviest snowfall occurs 
in the eastern lee of Lake Erie, where the average total is in excess of 305 centimeters ( 120 inches). The 
snow season normally begins in mid-November and extends into mid- or late-March (WVNS 2000b). 

Snowfall produced in the eastern lee of Lake Erie is a distinguishing and very important feature of 
western New York's climate. Heavy snow squalls frequently occur, producing from 0.3 to 0.6 meter (1 to 
2 feet) of snow and occasionally as much as 1.2 meters (4 feet). Counties to the lee of Lake Erie are 
subject to these lake-effect snows in November and December, but in mid-winter, as the lake gradually 
freezes, these snows become less frequent. Areas south of Lake Ontario arc exposed to heavy snow 
squalls well into February, as the lake generally retains considerable open water through the winter 
months (WVNS 2000b). 

The summer season is cool in the southwestern highland but warm elsewhere. High temperatures and 
high humidity are infrequent during the summer and seldom persist for more than a few days at a time. 
Readings of 38 degrees Celsius (100 degrees Fahrenheit) or higher are rare. The range of temperature on 
summer days is commonly from 15 degrees Celsius (60 degrees Fahrenheit) at night to 27 degrees Celsius 
(the low 80s) in the afternoon (WVNS 2000b). 

Summer season precipitation increases to the south, ranging from about 20 centimeters (8 inches) along 
the Lake Ontario shore to 25 to 30 centimeters (10 to 12 inches) in the counties along the Pennsylvania 
border. Showers and thundershowers account for much of the warm season rainfall, and the distribution 
pattern reflects the contrasting influences of the cool Lake Ontario waters to the north and the hilly terrain 
in the Southern Tier (WVNS 2000b ). 

The autumn season is marked by frequent periods of sunny, dry weather. With less cloud cover, 
temperatures from mid-September to mid-October frequently rise to between 15 degrees Celsius and 
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26 degrees Celsius (60 and 79 degrees Fahrenheit) in the daytime and cool to 1 degree Celsius below zero 
and 6 degrees Celsius (30s and low 40s Fahrenheit) at night. The comparatively warm waters of the 
Great Lakes reduce cooling at night to the extent that freezing temperatures in lakeside counties are 
normally delayed until mid-October or later (WVNS 2000b ). 

3.3.1 Severe Weather 

The lack of significant amounts of recorded data at and near the West Valley site make it difficult to 
assess past occurrences of extreme winds. Large-scale factors such as intense low-pressure systems 
passing near the area have produced winds in excess of27 meters per second (60 miles per hour) at 
Buffalo, New York, and would probably lead to similar conditions at the WVDP. Strong winds 
associated with the remnants of tropical storms and hurricanes do occasionally occur in westem New 
York, but damaging winds due to these storms are extremely rare. 

Locally, severe thunderstorms would be the most likely event to cause wind damage at the site, 
particularly in late spring and summer. Thunderstorms occur about 30 days per year, with the most 
thunderstorms occurring in June, July, and August. Severe thunderstorms, with winds in excess of 
22 meters per second (50 miles per hour), do occur in westem New York every year (WVNS 1993c). 

The frequency and intensity of tornadoes in western New York are low in comparison to many other parts 
of the United States. An average of about two tomadoes of short and narrow path length strike New York 
State each year. From 1950 to 1990, 17 tomadoes were reported within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the 
WVDP site (WVNS 2000b ). 

3.3.2 Ambient Air Quality 

New York is divided into nine regions for assessing state ambient air quality. The WVDP site is located 
in Region 9, which is comprised of Niagara, Erie, Wyoming, Chautauqua, Cattaraugus, and Allegany 
counties. The WVDP site and the surrounding area in Cattaraugus County are in attainment with the 
National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards contained in 40 CFR 50 and New York 
State air quality standards contained in 6 NYCRR 257. The city of Buffalo, located about 48 km (30 mi) 
from the WVDP site, is a marginal nonattainment area for ozone (EPA 2002). 

Air emissions ofradionuclides from WVDP, are regulated by the EPA under the National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations, 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, National 
Emission Standards for Emissions ofRadionuclides other than Radon from Department of Energy 
Facilities. Annual reporting of the radionuclide emissions for calendar year 2000 was less than 
0.1 percent ofEPA's standards (WVNS 2001). 

Current WVDP operations use two Cleaver Brooks boilers. These boilers are used to generate steam for 
heating and other processes at the site, and each have a capacity of 20.2 million British thermal units per 
hour. Together, these boilers use about 2 million cubic meters (70 million cubic feet) of natural gas and 
about 24,000 liters (6,300 gallons) ofNo. 2 fuel oil per year, and emit some criteria pollutants- nitrogen 
dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter. The other two criteria pollutants, lead 
and ozone, are produced in insufficient quantities by the boilers for consideration in this analysis. 

As shown in Table 3-1, the concentrations of criteria pollutants from the WVDP site emissions are well 
below the National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards contained in 40 CFR 50 and 
the New York State air quality standards contained in 6 NYCRR 257. It should be noted that the 
background concentrations used in Table 3-1 were from near Buffalo, New York; actual background 
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Table 3-1. Criteria Pollutant Concentrations from WVDP Boiler Emissions 
and Regional Background 

Concentration 
Averaging FromWVDP Background Total 

Criteria Pollutant Time Standard•.b Emissionsb,c Concentrationb,d Concentrationb 
100g,n,, 

Nitrogen dioxide Annual (0.053 ppm) 1.5 41 42 
40,000g,J 

Carbon monoxide 1 hour (35 piJm) 15 5,800 5,800 
10,000g·' 

Carbon monoxide 8 hours (9 ppm) 11 3,200 3,200 
80g,J 

Sulfur dioxide Annual (0.03 ppm) 0.10 17 17 
365g,J 

Sulfur dioxide 24 hours (0.14 ppm) 0.50 63 64 
1,300'·' 

Sulfur dioxide 3 hours _(0.5 pj>_m) 1.1 160 160 
Particulate matter" Annual 50g,h 0.11 21 21 
Particulate matter1 24 hours 150g,h 0.56 61 61 

235g,ll 

Ozone 1 hour (0.12 ppm) ( --) 210 210 
Lead . Quarter! y_ 1.5g,n _(--) 0.03 0.03 

Percent of 
Standard 

42 

14 

32 

22 

17 

12 
42 
41 

89 
2 

a. Standards from 40 CFR 50, NatiOnal Pnmary and Secondary Ambient Air Quahty Standards and 6 NYCRR 257, Air 
Quality Standards. Comparisons to the standards for particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 
micrometers and the 8-hour ozone standard were not made because these standards have been remanded to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency by the U.S. Court of Appeals. 

b. Units in micrograms per cubic meter. Parts per million not calculated for substances that do not exist as a gas or vapor at 
normal room temperature and pressure. 

c. The maximum criteria pollutant concentrations from WVDP boiler emissions were located 1,379 meters (4,524 feet) from 
the WVDP site. 

d. Source: EPA 200 I. Background concentrations were measured near Buffalo, New York. 
e. Annual state standard is 45 to 75 micrograms per cubic meter according to level designation. 
f. 24-hour state standard is 250 micrograms per cubic meter. 
g. National primary ambient air quality standard. 
h. National secondary ambient air quality standard. 
i. New York State air quality standard. 

concentrations near the WVDP site would be lower. WVDP emissions of nitrogen dioxide and sulfur 
dioxide are also well below the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation's annual 
emission cap of90,700 kilograms (100 tons). Additionally, all other conditions of the permit continue to 
be met for other criteria pollutants (WVNS 2001 ). A more detailed analysis of these emissions is 
included in Section C.9 of this EIS. 

3.4 ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the existing ecology at the Project Premises and surrounding areas. 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center lies within the northern hardwood forest region. Its 
climax community forests are characterized by the dominance of sugar maple, beech, and Eastern 
hemlock. At present, the site is about equally divided between forestland and abandoned farm fields. 
Plant communities found on the site have been categorized into five cover types: mixed hardwood forest, 
pine-spruce community, successional creek bank communities, late oldfield successional areas, and 
fields-meadows. The plant communities found on the site are characteristic of western New York. The 
relatively undisturbed nature of large portions of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center has 
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allowed for natural succession of previous agricultural areas within its boundaries. Because neither the 
setting nor the former agriculture land use is unique, the forest communities that will eventually develop 
in the abandoned fields will be similar to others in the region (WVNS 2000b). 

In an effort to manage the overpopulation of deer within the Western New York Nuclear Service Center 
with a goal of reducing the number of deer/vehicle collisions on roads around the Center, NYSERDA has 
allowed controlled hunting (during the deer hunting season) within the Center premises but not within the 
Project Premises. A deer management program that was implemented in 1998 resulted in the removal of 
all the deer within the WVDP premises (WVNS 2000b ). 

3.4.1 Special Status Species 

Animals. The U.S. Department oflnterior and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation maintain lists of threatened and endangered species of wildlife (USFWS 2001; NYSDEC 
2001) that are protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 and the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act of 1958. Except for occasional transient individuals, there are no federally listed or 
proposed endangered or threatened species in the vicinity of the WVDP (USFWS 2001 ). Based on 
population range maps, threatened or endangered species with potential for occurring at the Western New 
York Nuclear Service Center include: 

• Birds 
Common tern - state threatened 
Bald eagle - federal threatened and state endangered 1 

Loggerhead shrike - state endangered 
Northern harrier- state threatened 
Osprey- state threatened (recommended for state special concern status) 
Peregrine falcon - state endangered 
Piping plover - federal and state endangered 
Red-shouldered hawk- state threatened (recommended for state special concern status) 
Spruce grouse - state threatened recently (recommended for state endangered status) 

• Mammals 
Indiana bat - federal and state endangered 

• Herptiles 
Eastern massasauga - state endangered 
Timber rattlesnake - state threatened 

Field investigations in 1990 and 1991 recorded one species (Northern harrier) on the state list of 
threatened species and six state species of special concern (Cooper's Hawk, upland sandpiper, common 
raven, Eastern bluebird [recommended for unlisted status], Henslow' s sparrow [recommended for 
threatened status], and vesper sparrow). State ofNew York "special concern species" are species offish 
and wildlife found to be at risk ofbecoming endangered or threatened in New York (New York Code of 
Rules and Regulations Title 6, Part 182.2(i)). Typically, species of special concem are those whose 
populations are declining, often in association with critical habitat loss. All the noted species were 
observed in areas of the Western New York Nuclear Service Center outside the WVDP. Moreover, none 
of these threatened species or species of special concern depend on areas within the WVDP for any aspect 
of their life cycle. Eight birds, two mammals, and six herptiles on the special concern list may potentially 

1 Proposed for removal from the Federal Endangered Species list (USFWS 2001, NYSDEC 2001 ). 
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occur at the Center. Four of the listed birds (common loon, Northern raven, common nighthawk, and 
Eastern bluebird [recommended for unlisted status]) have been recorded at the Center. While suitable 
habitat for some of these species exists on the site, their presence at the Center (except in the case of the 
Eastern bluebird) is not due to the presence of critical habitat within the Center. The Eastern bluebird 
habitat has been artificially created by a substantial bluebird nesting box program; this program has 
proved very successful. During 1990, approximately 85 birds were fledged from boxes at the Center 
(WVNS 2000b). 

Plants. Field studies from 1982 and 1983 revealed no plant species in the study area on either the state or 
federal protected plant lists. Field studies conducted by several groups since 1973 have also failed to 
record any such species. Field studies were conducted in the spring of 1992 to re-examine the Western 
New York Nuclear Service Center with respect to the current state and federal protected plant lists. No 
federally threatened or endangered species were identified. One each ofNew York State endangered and 
threatened plant species were reported in 1992 within the Western New York Nuclear Service Center 
(WVNS 2000b). A recent field botanical investigation was conducted in June and August 2000, in an 
effort to confirm the 1992 reported presence of a New York State endangered plant. No endangered 
plants were found in the location and area as reported in 1992 (Dames and Moore 2000a and 2000b ). 

Habitats. The U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, maintains a file ofhabitat 
locations designated as critical to the survival of federally listed endangered or threatened species. Based 
on a review of the most recent listings and contact with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Cortland, New 
York field office (June 1997), no such habitats occur in or around the site (WVNS 2000b ). 

Critical habitats are also designated by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
Bureau of Wildlife. The state-designated critical habitats are areas found to be of significance to game 
and other important wildlife species. Such areas could include seasonally important wintering areas and 
breeding grounds. A 16-square-kilometer (6-square-mile) area encompassing the entire Western New 
York Nuclear Service Center site has been classified as critical habitat due to its extensive use as a 
whitetail deer (a game species) wintering area. The area has been designated because softwood shelter 
availability is rated intermediate, and food availability is rated good. Five other areas within a 
16-kilometer ( 1 0-mile) radius of the site are similarly designated (WVNS 2000b ). 

Examination of state and federal lists of threatened and endangered species and range maps, performance 
of field sampling and a literature survey, and interviews with local experts provided no indication that any 
threatened or endangered aquatic flora or fauna exist in the reservoirs, ponds, or streams on the Western 
New York Nuclear Service Center or in its vicinity. The New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation has delineated an Eastern sand darter area on Cattaraugus Creek near Perrysburg, New 
York. This area is protected to preserve the state-listed endangered species. The Eastern sand darter 
species is a state-listed threatened species (NYSDEC 2001). 

In comments submitted on the draft version of this EIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred in 
DOE's determination that no federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species are known to 
exist in the project impact area and that no habitat in the project impact area is currently designated or 
proposed critical habitat in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq. 

3.4.2 Wetlands 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center has meadows, marshes, lakes, ponds, bogs, and other 
areas that are considered functional wetlands. Fifty-one such areas have been identified as 
"jurisdictional" wetlands, or wetlands that are constrained from dredging or filling actions by Section 404 
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of the Clean Water Act and by the state Freshwater Wetland Act (WVNS 1992a). These wetlands range 
in size from 100 square meters (1,100 square feet) to more than 37,000 square meters (398,000 square 
feet). The total wetlands area is approximately 0.14 square kilometers (0.05 square miles). Eighteen 
wetlands with a total area of approximately 37,000 square meters (398,000 square feet) were delineated 
within the Project Premises. The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation has 
determined that eight wetlands encompassing 81,000 square meters (872,000 square feet) on the south 
and east sides of the Project Premises and SDA are linked and meet the criteria for a single wetland. 

3.4.3 Floodplains 

The site's topographic setting renders major flooding unlikely; local run-off and flooding is adequately 
accommodated by natural and man-made drainage systems in and around the WVDP (WVNS 2000b ). 
Flood levels for the 100-year and the 500-year storms show that no facilities on the Project Premises are 
in either floodplain (FEMA 1984). 

Cattaraugus and Buttermilk creeks lie in deep, narrow valleys. Therefore, the effects on the WVDP of 
flooding by these creeks are negligible, as supported by historical data. Frank's Creek, Quarry Creek, and 
Erdman Brook are also located in deep valleys. Historical evidence and computer modeling indicate that 
flood conditions (including the probable maximum flood) will not result in stream flows overtopping their 
banks and flooding the plateau. However, indirect damage from the erosional effects of high stream 
flows and excessive slope saturation during flood conditions is a possibility. The facilities likely to be 
most affected by bank failure and gully head advancement due to extreme precipitation are lagoons 
2 and 3, the NDA, and site access roads in several places (WVNS 2000b ). 

In the case of a hypothetical flood with peak discharge nearly eight times that of a 1 00-year flood, 
computer modeling suggests that floodwaters would overtop Rock Springs Road and some part of the 
floodwaters would flow across the plant area. Based on the topography in the plant area, it is likely that 
some portions of the site would experience shallow flows of moderate velocity. Flows would recede 
quickly, however, since the ditches that drain the site have gradients of up to 5 percent. 

3.5 LAND USE AND VISUAL SETTING 

The WVDP site consists of approximately 0.9 square kilometer (0.3 square mile) within the 
14-square-kilometer (5-square-mile) Western New York Nuclear Service Center. It is located within the 
Cattaraugus highlands, which is a transitional zone between the Appalachian Plateau to the south and east 
and the Great Lakes Plain to the north and west. The Cattaraugus highlands range in elevation from 300 
to 550 meters (1,000 to 1,800 feet). Deep valleys dissect rather flat-topped plateaus and support a climax 
plant community of northern hardwoods substantially reduced by agricultural activities (WVNS 2000b). 

Slopes range from less than 5 percent to greater than 25 percent, with 5 to 15 percent slopes predominant. 
The Western New York Nuclear Service Center is drained by Buttermilk Creek, which flows into 
Cattaraugus Creek. Prior to 1961, much of the Center was cleared for agriculture. As a result, the Center 
now consists of a mixture of abandoned agricultural areas in various stages of ecological succession, 
forested tracts, and wetlands and transitional ecotones between these areas. The generally acidic and 
poorly drained soils influence the occurrence, distribution, and relative abundance of plant communities 
and their associated faunal species. The region's temperate climate is not prone to natural forest or 
grassland fires (WVNS 2000b ). 

The WVDP is on a plateau in the central portion ofthe Western New York Nuclear Service Center. The 
WVDP plateau elevation is approximately 430 meters (1,400 feet). The plateau margins are subject to 
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erosion, especially along the banks of gully and stream drainage ways that cut into the plateau and feed to 
several named streams that, in tum, feed into Buttermilk Creek (WVNS 2000b ). 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center is owned and controlled by NYSERDA. However, by 
cooperative agreement between NYSERDA and DOE, NYSERDA has agreed not to use or authorize use 
of the Center in a manner that would interfere with DOE's carrying out the waste solidification project 
under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. DOE provides general surveillance and security 
services for the entire Center, including the WVDP site (WVNS 2000b ). 

Rock Springs Road, a county road, traverses the Western New York Nuclear Service Center immediately 
to the west of the WVDP site. If required by an emergency situation at the WVDP, access to this road 
can be controlled by Cattaraugus County authorities (WVNS 2000b ). 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center (Figure 1-1) is fenced with barbed wire. The boundary is 
patrolled by security officers in vehicles at random several times a day. The WVDP site, also referred to 
as the Security Area, is surrounded by a high chain-link fence and can be entered only through one of 
three gates. Access is controlled through the use of magnetically coded picture badges, which also must 
be displayed at all times within the Security Area (WVNS 2000b ). 

All project-specific activities are performed within the WVDP site boundary. The New York State 
licensed LL W burial area (SDA), which is currently inactive, is located within the WVDP site boundary 
but is not part of the project. Figure 1-2 delineates the Project Premises area and the SDA 
(WVNS 2000b ). 

The WVDP is an industrial facility that is visible from several miles away, depending on location. It is 
well lit at night. 

Site Vicinity Land Use 

Land use within 8 kilometers ( 5 miles) of the site is predominantly agricultural (active and inactive) and 
forestry uses. The major exception is the Village of Springville, which comprises residential/commercial 
and industrial land uses (WVNS 2000b). 

The industries near the site are light-industrial and commercial (either retail or service oriented). A field 
review of an 8-kilometer ( 5-mile) radius did not indicate the presence of any industrial facilities that 
would present a hazard in terms of safe operation of the site. 

A similar land-use field review of the Village of Springville and the Town of Concord did not indicate the 
presence of any significant industrial facilities. Industrial facilities near the Western New York Nuclear 
Service Center include Winsmith-Peerless Winsmith, Inc., a gear reducer manufacturing facility; 
Robinson/Fiddlers Green Manufacturing Company, Inc., a plastic housewares and knives manufacturing 
facility; Ashford Concrete Co., Inc., a readi-mix concrete supplier and concrete equipment manufacturing 
facility; and Springville Manufacturing, a fabricating facility for air cylinders (WVNS 2000b ). The 
industries within the Village of Springville and the Town of Concord, Erie County, are located in a valley 
approximately 6 kilometers (4 miles) to the north and east of the WVDP. 

3.6 SOCIOECONOMICS 

This section briefly describes the socioeconomic environment at the Project Premises and surrounding 
areas, focusing on the population distribution within 80 kilometers (50 miles) and the identification of 
minority and low-income populations within this area. Because employment levels are not anticipated to 
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change under any of the alternatives evaluated in this EIS, there would be no potential to impact the 
economy of the local area or the region. Therefore, this section is limited to the characterization of 
population distribution necessary to support the assessment of human health impacts from the proposed 
actions. 

3.6.1 Population 

Data collected during the 2000 Census continue to indicate relatively stable overall population levels in 
the 12 counties surrounding the Western New York Nuclear Service Center. The area within 
16 kilometers (1 0 miles) of the site lies within Cattaraugus and Erie counties. The total population in 
these counties has decreased by 3.3 percent since the 1990 census, with a loss of 1.9 percent in Erie 
County and 0.3 percent in Cattaraugus County. The population and median household income of the 
12 New York and Pennsylvania counties that lie within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site are presented 
in Table 3-2. Average income in all counties in the region for 2000 was above the poverty level of 
$17,600 for a family of four (USCB 2001 ). 

Table 3-2. Socioeconomic Conditions in the 12 Counties 
Surrounding West Valley, New York 

Population Percent Change Persons per 
County (2000 Census) Since 1990 Square Mile 

AlleganyCounty, NY 49,927 -1.10 48.5 
Cattaraugus County, NY 83,955 -0.30 64.1 
Chautauqua County, NY 139,750 -1.50 131.6 
Erie County, NY 950,265 -1.90 910.2 
Genessee County, NY 60,370 0.50 122.2 
Livingston County, NY 64,328 3.10 101.8 
Niagara County, NY 219,846 -0.40 420.4 
Steuben County, NY 98,726 -0.40 70.9 
Wyoming County, NY 43,424 2.20 73.2 
McKean County, P A 45,936 -2.50 46.8 
Potter County, P A 18,080 8.20 16.7 
Warren County, PA 43,863 -2.60 49.7 

Source: USCB 2001. 

Median Household 
Income 
31,291 
31,348 
31,051 
36,711 
37,859 
39,354 
36,218 
33,732 
35,915 
32,517 
30,554 
33,863 

Figures 3-5 and 3-6 present population densities by the 15 points of the compass. Using the Project 
Premises plant as the center point, concentric, annular rings were drawn from the plant starting in 
!-kilometer (0.6-mile) increments out to 5 kilometers (3 miles); a single 5-kilometer (3-mile) increment 
out to 10 kilometers (6 miles); and 10-kilometer increments out to 80 kilometers (50 miles). Figure 3-5 
plots the data within 80 kilometers but, due to scale limitations, it cannot adequately portray data within 
5 kilometers; therefore, Figure 3-6 provides data within 5 kilometers. The total calendar year 2000 U.S. 
population within 80 kilometers was 1,535,963 (USCB 2001). The population in Canada in 2001 within 
80 kilometers of the WVDP site was 148,304 (Statistics Canada 200la, 2001b). 

3.6.2 Employment 

DOE estimates that the waste management activities evaluated in this EIS would be accomplished by the 
existing work force with the technical capabilities now in use at the Western New York Nuclear Service 
Center. Based on the current employment of approximately 500 persons at the Center, no increases in 
employment would be anticipated to implement any of the alternatives proposed for this project. 
Evaluations in this EIS are based on continuation of current program funding and employment levels at 
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the Center for the duration of all three alternatives. Funding for the WVDP and the Center is subject to 
change on an annual basis, and decreases or increases in the levels of program funding and related 
increases or decreases in employment levels are always possible. 

3.6.3 Public Services 

This section describes the public services currently available to the Project Premises and surrounding 
areas. 

3.6.3.1 Human Services 

The Cattaraugus County Health Department provides health and emergency services for the entire county, 
with the closest locations to the Western New York Nuclear Service Center being in the towns of Machias 
and Little Valley. Other resources providing health care services to the West Valley include Service 
Medical, Springville Pediatrics, Concord Medical Group, and several private physician practices located 
in Springville. The closest hospital to the Center is the Bertrand Chaffee Hospital, located approximately 
6 kilometers (4 miles) north on Route 39 in Springville. A written protocol for WVDP-related emergency 
medical needs provides the basis for support in the event of emergency from Bertrand Chaffee Hospital 
(WVNS 1992b) and the Erie County Medical Center. 

3.6.3.2 Community Water Supplies 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center has its own reservoir and water treatment system to 
service the facility. The system provides potable and facility service water for operating systems and fire 
protection. A reservoir system created by damming tributaries of Buttermilk Creek south of the Project 
site is the raw water source for the non-community, non-transient water supply operated by the WVDP. 
Two outlying buildings outside the Project site have wells that supply sanitary facilities (WVNS 1992b ). 

The hamlet of the West Valley community water supply is supplied by a spring that is piped to a 
reservoir. The reservoir supplies water to the hamlet through water mains. The other hamlets in Ashford 
Township, Ashford Hollow and Riceville, do not have community water supply systems; each individual 
residence has its own private well. The Village of Springville community water system is supplied by 
three groundwater wells (WVNS 1992b ). 

3. 6.3.3 Fire and Police Protection 

The West Valley Volunteer Hose Company provides fire protection services to the Western New York 
Nuclear Service Center and the Township of Ashford. Responders are trained and briefed yearly by the 
Radiation and Safety Department at the Center, and they have some limited training and capability to 
assist in chemical or radioactive occurrences. The West Valley Volunteer Fire Department has an 
agreement with the bordering towns' fire departments for mutual assistance in situations needing 
emergency backup. These neighboring volunteer fire departments are the William C. Edmunds Fire 
Company (East Otto), Ellicottville Volunteer Fire Department, Machias Volunteer Fire Department, 
Chaffee-Sardinia Memorial Fire Department, Delevan Volunteer Fire Department, East Concord 
Volunteer Fire Department, and Springville Volunteer Fire Department (WVNS 1992b ). 

The New York State Police and the Cattaraugus County Sheriff Department have overlapping 
jurisdictions for the West Valley area. Any assistance needed may be obtained from the state or county 
police departments (WVNS 1992b ). 
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3.6.4 Transportation 

Transportation facilities near the WVDP include highways, rural roads, a rail line, and aviation facilities. 
The primary method of transportation in the site vicinity is motor vehicle traffic on the highway system 
(Figure 3-7). 

All roads in Cattaraugus County, with the exception ofthose within the cities of Olean and Salamanca, 
are considered rural roads. Rural principal arterial highways are connectors of population and industrial 
centers. This category includes U.S. Route 219, located 4.2 kilometers (2.6 miles) west of the site; 
Interstate 86, the Southern Tier Expressway located approximately 35 kilometers (22 miles) south of the 
site; and the New York State Thruway (1-90), approximately 35 kilometers (22 miles) north of the site. 
Traffic volume along U.S. 219 between the intersection with NY Route 39 at Springville and the 
intersection with Cattaraugus County Route 12 (East Otto Road) ranges from a low average annual daily 
traffic volume of6,100 to a high volume of7,500. Seasonal holiday traffic is as much as 128 percent of 
the average annual daily volume. Approximately 18 percent of the traffic consists of trucks. This route 
operates at a level of service B, which indicates a stable traffic flow, an operating speed of 80 kilometers 
per hour (50 miles per hour), and reasonable driver freedom to maneuver (WVNS 2000b). 

Rock Springs Road, adjacent to the site on the west, serves as the principal site access road. The portion 
of this road between Edies Road and U.S. 219 is known as Schwartz Road. Along this road, between the 
site and the intersection of U.S. 219, are fewer than 24 residences. State Route 240, also identified as 
County Route 32, is 2 kilometers (1.2 miles) northeast of the site. Average annual daily traffic on the 
portion ofNY Route 240 that is proximate to the site (between County Route 16- Rosick Hill Road and 
NY Route 39) ranges from a low of 440 to a high of2,250 (WVNS 2000b). 

The Buffalo and Pittsburgh Railroad line is located within 800 meters (2,600 feet) of the Project 
Premises. Running from Salamanca, New York, north to Buffalo, the Buffalo and Pittsburgh Railroad 
line carries a variety of freight and coal north and freight and newly manufactured vehicles south from 
Canada. As a result of the general decline of heavy industry on the Niagara Frontier and of rail traffic in 
the northeast, use of this route has also declined. In recent years, the tracks have also experienced several 
washouts and kindred problems, forcing traffic rerouting for extended periods. While railroad accidents 
are not uncommon in the United States, the relatively low utilization of the line in the vicinity of the 
WVDP, coupled with the demographic factors outlined above, tend to minimize the likelihood of an 
accident with consequences for site operations. This conclusion is reinforced by the presence of a deep 
ravine with perennial streams between the tracks and the Project Premises. These features reduce the 
threat of rail accident, which might result in a fire or a spill affecting the project. An airborne threat from 
a rail accident still exists but is also significantly mitigated by both distance and topography of the site 
from the rail line. In 1999, the Buffalo & Pittsburgh Railroad completed connection of track between 
Ashford Junction and Machias, New York. Service by Buffalo and Pittsburgh Railroad on the rail line 
from the WVDP to Ashford Junction and then to Machias now provides the WVDP rail access 
(WVNS 2000b ). 

There are no commercial airPorts in the site vicinity. The only major aviation facility in Cattaraugus 
County is the Olean Municipal Airport, located in the Town oflschua, 34 kilometers (21 miles) southeast 
of the site. Regularly scheduled commercial air service was terminated at this airport in early 1972. The 
nearest major airport is Buffalo Niagara International Airport, 55 kilometers (34 miles) north of the site 
(WVNS 2000b ). 
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3.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resources include but are not limited to: 

• Archaeological materials (artifacts) and sites dating to the prehistoric, historic, and ethnohistoric 
periods currently located on the ground surface or buried beneath it; 

• Standing structures that are over 50 years of age or are important because they represent a major 
historical theme or era; 

• Cultural and natural places, select natural resources, and sacred objects that have importance for 
American Indians; and 

• American folklife traditions and arts (WVNS 1994). 

The cultural resource potential of the study area was initially considered to be moderate to high for 
locating unrecorded prehistoric and/or historic resources. Subsequent investigations indicated that these 
sensitivities were moderated by the extremely high degree of natural erosion and manmade impacts that 
have occurred in the study area. Cultural resource materials were found and 11 cultural resource sites 
were identified. The resources included eight historic archaeological sites, two standing structures, and 
one prehistoric lithic finds pot (WVNS 1994 ). 

The Project Premises, in which the proposed waste management actions described in Chapter 2 would 
take place, contain 114 buildings and structures. The New York State Office ofParks, Recreation, and 
Historic Preservation has determined that facilities on the Premises are not eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places (SHPO 1995). 

3.8 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations (59 Fed. Reg. 7629), directs federal agencies to identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effects of their programs, 
policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations. Minorities are members of the following 
population groups: Hispanic or Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African 
American, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander. A minority population has been defined as a group 
in which minorities represent over 50 percent of the population. Low-income populations are groups with 
an annual income below the poverty threshold. 

Demographic information obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau was used to identifY low-income and 
minority populations within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. This radius is consistent with 
that used to evaluate collective dose for human health effects from the proposed waste management 
actions, continued operations, and accidents. Census data are compiled at a variety of levels 
corresponding to geographic areas. In order of decreasing size, the areas used are states, counties, census 
tracts, block groups, and blocks. A "block" is geographically the smallest census area; is usually bounded 
by visible features such as streets or streams or by invisible boundaries such as city limits, township lines 
or property boundaries; and offers the finest spatial resolution. Block data were used for characterization 
of minority distribution. Because block data are so specific to the individuals within a block (for 
example, sometimes only one family may live in a block), income data are only available at the block 
group and above. For this reason, block group data were used to identifY low-income populations. 
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Demographic maps were prepared using 2000 data for minority populations and 1990 census data for 
low-income populations because income data from the 2000 Census were not available for the preparation 
of this DEIS. If available they will be incorporated into the FEIS. Figures 3-S and 3-9 illustrate the 
distributions for minority and low-income populations, respectively. These figures include information 
for the affected Canadian population. 

Using block data, Figure 3-S shows census blocks with minority populations that are over 50 percent 
within SO kilometers (50 miles). The nearest block occurs on the Cattaraugus Reservation of the Seneca 
Nation oflndians. As shown in Figure 3-S, there are also two other Native American Indian reservations 
within SO kilometers: the Allegheny Reservation (10 to 25 percent minority) and the Tonawanda 
Reservation (25 to 49 percent minority). There are several other census blocks with minority populations 
that are over 50 percent in the Buffalo metropolitan area. The total minority U.S. population within the 
SO-kilometer radial distance from the WVDP site accounts for approximately 13 percent of the population 
in the area, or about 207,S52 people. The racial and ethnic composition of this population is 
predominantly African-American and Hispanic (USCB 2001). 

Using block group data from 1990 (income data were not yet available for 2000), Figure 3-9 (DOE 1996) 
identifies no block groups with an average income below the 1990 poverty level of$12,670 for a family 
of four. A further assessment of the census data determined that within the SO-kilometer (50-mile) area, 
approximately 13 percent of the U.S. population was low-income (DOE 1996). The poverty level 
established by the Census Bureau for 2000 is $17,600. Because this increase from 1990 is based on the 
annual increases in the consumer price index, it is likely that the regional percentages of low-income have 
not changed significantly. 

3.9 DESCRIPTION OF OTHER SITES 

In addition to activities at WVDP, implementation of the proposed action or alternatives would involve 
activities at one or more offsite locations. Sections 3.9.1 through 3.9.S briefly discuss the affected 
environment at these offsite locations. Information regarding Envirocare was taken from its website 
(Envirocare 2002). Information regarding most of the potentially affected DOE sites was excerpted from 
the WM PElS (DOE 1997a) and the WIPP Supplemental EIS II (DOE 1997b ). Information regarding the 
Yucca Mountain site was excerpted from the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic 
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, 
Nye County, Nevada (DOE 2002). Additional information regarding these sites is available from the 
documents noted (and which are incorporated here by reference) and in the other NEP A documents 
described in Section 1. 7, Relationship with Other NEP A Documents. 

3.9.1 Envirocare 

Envirocare is a private facility licensed by the State of Utah (an NRC Agreement State) to accept Class A 
LLW. Envirocare is also a RCRA facility that is licensed by the State of Utah and the EPA to receive, 
possess, use, treat, and dispose of mixed waste. Waste material is disposed of in aboveground, 
engineered disposal cells that meet regulatory disposal requirements. The facility is located in Clive, 
Utah, approximately SO kilometers (50 miles) west of Salt Lake City. Located in a remote area with an 
arid climate (annual precipitation is approximately 170 millimeters [7 inches] per year), Envirocare 
received its first DOE waste shipments in 1992 and has received waste shipments from 25 DOE sites. 
Envirocare is located adjacent to a major rail line and U.S. Interstate Highway SO. 
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3.9.2 Hanford Site 

The Hanford Site has a number of facilities, including retired plutonium production reactors, waste 
management and spent nuclear fuel processing facilities, and nuclear research and development 
laboratories. The site occupies approximately 1,450 square kilometers (560 square miles) of semi-arid 
desert land in southeastern Washington State, approximately 192 kilometers ( 119 miles) southwest of 
Spokane and 240 kilometers ( 150 miles) southeast of Seattle. The nearest city, Richland, borders the site 
on its southeast comer. The site is bounded on the east by the Columbia River, on the west by the 
Rattlesnake Hill, and on the north by Saddle Mountain. U.S. Highways 12 and 395, Interstate-82, and 
State Route 240 run near the Hanford Site. Two railroads also connect the area with much of the rest of 
the nation. 

3.9.3 Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 

Currently, the focus ofiNEEL is environmental restoration, waste management, research, and technology 
development. Included within the boundaries of the site are the Naval Reactors Facility and Argonne 
National Laboratory-West. INEEL occupies 2,300 square kilometers (890 square miles) of desert in the 
southeastern portion ofldaho, approximately 44 kilometers (27 miles) west ofldaho Falls on the Eastern 
Snake River Plain. The site is bordered by mountain ranges and volcanic buttes. Land at INEEL is used 
for DOE operations (about 2 percent of the site), recreation, grazing, and environmental research. About 
144 kilometers (90 miles) of paved public highway run through INEEL; railroads also serve the area. 

3.9.4 Nevada Test Site 

NTS has been the primary location for testing the nation's nuclear explosive devices since 1951. The site 
occupies 3,500 square kilometers (1,350 square miles) of desert valley and Great Basin mountain terrain 
in southern Nevada, 105 kilometers (65 miles) northwest of Las Vegas, Nevada. The only permanent 
onsite water bodies are ponds associated with wastewater disposal and springs. No continuously flowing 
streams occur on the site. Vehicular access to NTS is provided by U.S. Route 95 from the south. 
Interstate-15 is the major transportation route in the region. The major railroad in the area is the Union 
Pacific, which runs through Las Vegas and is located approximately 80 kilometers (50 miles) east of the 
site. 

3.9.5 Oak Ridge National Laboratory 

ORNL is part ofthe ORR, which also contains the Y-12 Plant, the East Tennessee Technology Park 
(formerly known as K-25), and the Oak Ridge Institute of Science and Education. ORNL 's mission is to 
conduct applied research and development in support of DOE programs in fusion, fission, conservation, 
and other energy technologies. The ORR occupies 140 square kilometers (34,545 acres) and is located in 
the City of Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and 32 kilometers (20 miles) west ofKnoxville, Tennessee, in the 
rolling terrain between the Cumberland Mountains and Great Smoky Mountains. The Clinch River and 
its tributaries are the major surface water features of the area. Interstate-40, located 2.4 kilometers 
(1.5 miles) south of the ORR boundary, provides the main access to the cities ofNashville and Knoxville. 
lnterstate-75, located 24 kilometers (15 miles) south of the site, serves as a major route to the north and 
south. Several state routes provide local access and form interchanges with Interstate-40. Railroad 
service is also available in the area. 

3.9.6 Savannah River Site 

DOE activities conducted at SRS have involved tritium recycling, support for the nation's space program 
missions, storage of plutonium on an interim basis, processing of backlog targets and spent nuclear fuel, 
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waste management, and research and development. SRS is approximately 20 kilometers (12 miles) south 
of Aiken, South Carolina in southwest-central South Carolina. It is on approximately 800 square 
kilometers (198,000 acres) ofland in a principally rural area, with most of the land serving as a forestry 
research center. The primary surface water feature is the Savannah River, which borders the site for 
approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles) to the southwest. Six major streams flow through SRS into the 
Savannah River, and approximately 190 Carolina bays are scattered throughout the site. Interstate-20 is 
located approximately 29 kilometers (18 miles) northeast of SRS, providing the nearest interstate access 
to the site. Railroad service is also available through SRS. 

3.9.7 Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 

WIPP is located in southeastern New Mexico, about 50 kilometers (30 miles) east of Carlsbad, New 
Mexico, in a relatively flat, sparsely inhabited plateau with little surface water. The constructed 
underground facilities include four shafts, an experimental area, an equipment and maintenance area, and 
connecting tunnels. These underground facilities were excavated 655 meters (2, 150 feet) beneath the land 
surface. The site can be reached by rail or highway. DOE has constructed a rail spur to the site from the 
Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railroad 10 kilometers (6 miles) west of the site. The site can also be 
reached from the north and south access roads constructed for the WIPP project. The south access road 
intersects New Mexico Highway 128 approximately 7 kilometers (4 miles) to the southwest ofWIPP. 

3.9.8 Yucca Mountain Repository 

The Yucca Mountain Repository has been approved by the President and Congress for further 
development as the nation's first geologic repository for HL W and spent nuclear fuel. The site, located in 
the southwest comer ofNTS, is in a remote area of the Mojave Desert in southern Nevada, about 160 
kilometers (100 miles) northwest of Las Vegas, Nevada. The Yucca Mountain region is sparsely 
populated and receives only about 170 millimeters (7 inches) of precipitation each year. The area is 
characterized by a very dry climate, limited surface water, and generally deep aquifers. Shipments of 
HL Wand spent nuclear fuel arriving in Nevada would travel to the Yucca Mountain site by truck or rail. 
At present, there is no rail access to the Yucca Mountain site. If material were shipped by rail, a branch 
line that connected an existing main line to the Yucca Mountain site would have to be built or the material 
would have to be transferred to heavy-haul trucks at an intermodal transfer station and transported over 
existing highways that might need upgrading. 
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CHAPTER4 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the impacts that would result from implementing the waste management alternatives 
described in Chapter 2. As an aid to the reader, this chapter begins with a guide to understanding the 
human health and transportation analyses (Section 4.1 ), followed by a summary of the impacts of the 
alternatives (Section 4.2). 

The three alternatives and the sections in which they are fully discussed are: 

• No Action Alternative- Continuation of Ongoing Waste Management Activities (Section 4.3); 

• Alternative A- Offsite Shipment ofHLW, LLW, Mixed LLW, and TRU Waste to Disposal- Preferred 
Alternative (Section 4.4); and 

• Alternative B - Offsite Shipment of LL W and Mixed LL W to Disposal and Shipment of HL W and 
TRU Waste to Interim Storage (Section 4.5). 

The potential for minority and low-income populations to bear a disproportionate share of high and adverse 
impacts from the proposed activities is discussed in Section 4.6. 

The analyses in this chapter are limited to human health and transportation impacts. None of the proposed 
alternatives would require changes in the workforce or additional facilities at the WVDP premises; 
therefore, they would not affect the surrounding natural and cultural environments. 

Additional information regarding the methodology used to conduct the analyses is contained in 
Appendices C and D. 

As characterized in Chapter 2, the waste management activities assessed in this EIS would occur in the 
following facilities at the WVDP site: the Process Building; the Tank Farm; the LSB; LSAs 1, 3, and 4; 
the Chemical Process Cell Waste Storage Area; and the Radwaste Treatment System Drum Cell. This 
EIS evaluates proposed activities necessary to ( 1) store or prepare wastes for shipping, including loading 
containerized wastes onto transportation vehicles; (2) ship wastes to offsite disposal or interim storage; 
and (3) manage the emptied waste storage tanks until final decommissioning or long-term stewardship 
decisions can be made in the future. 

The waste management actions proposed under all alternatives would be conducted in existing facilities 
(or in the case of waste transportation, on existing road and rail lines) by the existing work force and 
would not involve new construction or building demolition. Ongoing facility operations would continue, 
unaffected by the proposed actions assessed in this EIS. As a result, the scope of potential impacts that 
could result from the proposed actions is limited. Specifically, because there would be no mechanism for 
new land disturbance under any alternative, there would be no potential to directly or indirectly impact 
current land use; biotic communities; 1 cultural, historical, or archaeological resources; visual resources; 

1 In comments submitted on the draft version of this EIS, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred in DOE's 
detennination that no federally listed or proposed endangered or threatened species are known to exist in the project 
impact area and that no habitat in the project impact area is currently designated or proposed critical habitat in 
accordance with the provisions ofthe Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. However, DOE would 
contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's New York Field Office for updated information on the presence of listed 
species or their habitat within 1 year prior to implementing the Record of Decision. 
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ambient noise levels; threatened or endangered species or their critical habitats; wetlands; or floodplains. 
Additionally, because the work force requirements would be the same under all alternatives (for example, 
there would be no increases or decreases from current employment levels), there would be no potential 
for socioeconomic impacts. Therefore, these elements of the affected environment would not be impacted 
by any actions proposed under the three alternatives and will not be discussed further in this chapter. 

None of the onsite management activities under any of the alternatives would result in any new criteria air 
pollutant emissions (nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and particulate matter). As 
shown in Section 3.3.2, the ambient air quality in the region of the Center complies with federal and state 
ambient air quality standards. Impacts of criteria air pollutant emissions resulting from transportation 
activities are incorporated in the transportation analysis. Radioactive emissions that could result from 
ongoing management are addressed under the human health analysis. Therefore, this chapter includes no 
further discussion of air quality impacts. 

Consistent with DOE and Council on Environmental Quality NEP A guidance, the analysis of impacts in 
the following sections focuses on those limited areas in which impacts may occur from any action 
proposed by the three alternatives assessed in this EIS. Because of the limited scope of the proposed 
actions, there would be potential for impacts to only the workers and the public from the proposed onsite 
waste management actions, ongoing operations, and the offsite shipping of wastes. 

4.1 UNDERSTANDING THE ANALYSIS 

This section describes how impacts to worker and public human health from onsite waste management 
and offsite shipping were analyzed. This discussion is intended to help the reader understand the impacts 
described for each alternative in subsequent sections. 

4.1.1 Human Health Impacts 

4.1.1.1 Routine Operations 

The waste management activities that would be undertaken 
under each of the three alternatives analyzed would result in 
the exposure of workers to radiation and exposure of the 
public to very small quantities of radioactive materials from 
controlled releases to the environment. Radiation can cause a 
variety of ill-health effects in people, including cancer. 

To determine whether health effects could occur as a result of 
radiation exposure from a particular activity and the extent of 
such effects, the radiation dose must be calculated. An 
individual may be exposed to radiation externally, through a 
radiation source outside of the body, and/or internally from 
ingesting or inhaling radioactive material. The dose is a 
function of the exposure pathway (for example, external 
exposure, inhalation, or ingestion) and the type and quantity 
of radionuclides involved. 

The unit of radiation dose for an individual is the rem. A 
millirem (1mem) is 1/1,000 of a rem. The unit of dose for a 
population is person-rem and is determined by summing the 
individual doses of an exposed population. Dividing the 

4-2 

Exposure Standards 

The following radiation protection 
standards were established by the EPA and 
DOE. 

• EPA: 10-mrem radiation dose per year 
to the maximally exposed individual 
member of the public from airborne 
releases ( 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart H, 
National Emission Standardsfor 
Emissions ofRadionuclides Other Than 
Radon from Department of Energy 
Facilities) 

• DOE: 1 00-mrem dose per year to the 
maximally exposed individual member 
of the public through all exposure 
pathways (DOE Order 5400.5, 
Radiation Protection of the Public and 
the Environment) 

• DOE: 5-rem dose per year for workers 
(10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation 
Protection) 
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person-rem estimate by the number of people in the population indicates the average dose that a single 
individual could receive. The impacts from a small dose to a large number of people can be 
approximated by the use of population (collective) dose estimates. 

After the dose is estimated, the health impact is calculated from current internationally recognized risk 
factors. The potential health impact is stated in terms of the probability of a latent cancer fatality (a 
fatality resulting from a cancer that was originally induced by radiation but which may occur years after 
the exposure) to an individual or the number of latent cancer fatalities expected in a population. 

To estimate the human health impact from radiation dose, a dose-to-risk factor that indicates the potential 
for a latent cancer fatality is used. The dose-to-risk factor for low (less than 20 rem) annual doses is 
6 x 1 o-4 of a latent cancer fatality per person-rem for the general public, which includes the very young 
and the very old, and 5 x 10-4 for the worker population. For example, a population dose of 
1,700 person-rem is estimated to result in 1 additional cancer fatality (0.0006 x 1,700 = 1) in the general 
public. 

Calculations of the number of latent cancer fatalities associated with radiation doses often do not yield 
whole numbers, and the number may be less than 1. For example, if a population of 1,000,000 people 
each received a radiation dose of 1 mrem (1 x 1 o-3 rem) per person, the population dose would be 
1,000 person-rem. The number oflatent cancer fatalities would be 0.6 (1,000,000 persons x 0.001 rem x 
0.0006 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem= 0.6 latent cancer fatalities). The value of 0.6 is the 
average number of latent cancer fatalities that would occur if the same radiation dose were applied to 
many different groups of 1,000,000 people. Some groups would experience 1 latent cancer fatality from 
the radiation dose, some groups would experience no latent cancer fatalities from the radiation dose, and 
the average would be 0.6. In this context, the value of 0.6 is often referred to as the probability of a latent 
cancer fatality in the exposed population of 1,000,000 people. 

For perspective, it is estimated that the average individual in the United States receives a dose of about 
300 mrem (0.3 rem) each year from natural sources of radiation. The probability of a latent cancer 
fatality corresponding to a single individual's exposure over an assumed 72-year lifetime to 300 mrem 
annually is about 0.013 or about 1 in 80 (1 person x 300 
mrem per year x 1 rem per 1,000 mrem x 72 years x 0.0006 
latent cancer fatalities per person-rem= 0.013 latent cancer 
fatality). If 1,000,000 people were exposed to 300 mrem 
per year over a 72-year lifetime, about 13,000 latent cancer 
fatalities would be estimated to occur (1 ,000,000 people x 
300 mrem/year x 72 years x 6E-7 latent cancer 
fatalities/mrem = 13,000 latent cancer fatalities). 

Under all alternatives, people near the WVDP site would be 
exposed to radionuclides (radioactive atoms) that are 
released to the atmosphere and to surface water during 
normal ongoing operations at the site. For this EIS, DOE 
estimated the radiation doses from those releases using the 
GENII computer model (Napier et al. 1988). People were 
assumed to inhale radioactive material and to be exposed to 
external radiation from the radioactive material released 
during normal ongoing operations. People were also 
assumed to ingest radioactive material through foodstuffs 
such as leafy vegetables, produce, meat, and milk and to be 
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Ongoing Operations 

Under all alternatives, it is assumed that 
current levels of maintenance, surveillance, 
heating, ventilation, and other routine 
operations would continue to be required 
while the actions proposed under each 
alternative were performed. For this EIS, 
these actions are called ongoing operations. 
Although the impacts of these ongoing 
actions have been assessed in several 
previous NEP A documents and are 
characterized in the Annual Site 
Environmental Reports, the impacts on 
worker and public health of these ongoing 
operations have been included in this EIS 
using actual operational data from 1995 
through 1999. Because ongoing operations 
would not vary among the proposed 
alternatives, the impacts from these actions 
would be the same across all alternatives. 
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exposed through activities such as swimming and boating; 
inadvertent soil ingestion; inhaling resuspended radioactive 
material; drinking water; and consuming fish from Lake Erie. 

DOE analyzed the exposure of members of the public and 
workers to radiation or radioactive releases as a result of the 
alternatives. For workers, DOE analyzed the exposure of 
both involved and noninvolved workers at the site. Involved 
workers are those who would be undertaking the proposed 
waste management activities analyzed in this EIS. They 
would be exposed to radioactive releases from both the waste 
management activities and the ongoing operations of the site. 
Noninvolved workers are those workers who would be 
present on the site but who would not be conducting the 
proposed waste management activities. These workers would 
be conducting activities related to the ongoing operations of 
the WVDP site. Doses to the worker populations and to 
individual workers were estimated. 

Human Health Impacts 

DOE estimated radiation doses to: 
• Involved workers 

- Worker population 
- Individual workers 

• Noninvolved workers 
- Worker population 
- Individual workers 

• Members of the public 
- Collective population 
- Maximally exposed individual 

Using accepted dose-to-risk conversion 
factors, DOE calculated the probability that 
an individual would suffer a latent cancer 
fatality or that a latent cancer fatality would 
occur within the exposed population. 

For the public, dose estimates were derived for both the maximally exposed individual (a member of the 
public located nearest to the site) and the collective U.S. population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the 
site. Dose estimates for the affected Canadian population were not included but would be very small 
because of the distance of this population from the WVDP site and the prevailing southwesterly wind 
direction. 

For both the public and workers, DOE then calculated the probability that the maximally exposed 
individual would suffer a latent cancer fatality if exposed to that radiation dose and the probability that a 
latent cancer fatality would occur within the exposed U.S. population. 

Additional information regarding the analysis of human health impacts under routine operations can be 
found in Appendix C. 

4.1.1.2 Accident Conditions 

For this EIS, DOE evaluated a wide range of potential facility accidents at the WVDP site that could 
result from handling mishaps, fires, or spills, or from external events such as high winds or earthquakes. 
Although a great many accidents could occur at WVDP facilities, only a few accidents could potentially 
result in an uncontrolled release of radioactive material to the environment. 

Of the accidents that were evaluated, DOE selected 12 accidents for further evaluation using the GENII 
computer model (Napier et al. 1988). These accidents were selected because they could result from 
operations and activities that were determined to present the greatest risk, based on their accident 
consequence and probability. 

The chance that an accident might occur during the conduct of an activity is called the probability of 
occurrence. An event that is certain to occur has a probability of 1 (as in 100 percent certainty). The 
probability of occurrence of an accident is less than 1 because accidents, by definition, are not certain to 
occur. However, in its accident analysis, when calculating the probability of a latent cancer fatality 
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occurring as a result of exposure to radiation in particular accident situations, DOE did not take into 
account the probability of occurrence of the accident. 

In an accident, radioactive material could be released from ground level or from a stack. Atmospheric 
conditions at the time of an accident would affect the dose received by workers, the maximally exposed 
individual, and the public. For that reason, DOE used two types of atmospheric conditions to estimate 
radiation doses: (1) atmospheric conditions that are not exceeded 50 percent of the time and provide a 
realistic estimate of the likely atmospheric conditions that would exist during an accident (50-percent 
atmospheric conditions), and (2) atmospheric conditions that are not exceeded 95 percent of the time and 
provide an upper bound on the atmospheric conditions that would exist during an accident (95-percent 
atmospheric conditions). Site-specific meteorological data from 1994 through 1998 (WVNS 2000a) were 
used to determine 50-percent and 95-percent atmospheric conditions. 

After estimating the radiation that could be released as a result of specific postulated accidents at the 
WVDP site (the dose to workers or the public), DOE estimated the probability oflatent cancer fatalities if 
those accidents were to occur. As with routine operations, DOE provides the probability of latent cancer 
fatalities under accident conditions for workers and members of the public (the maximally exposed 
individual and the collective population within 80 kilometers [50 miles] of the site). Estimates of latent 
cancer fatalities for Canadian populations were not included but would be very small because of the 
distance of this population from the WVDP site and the prevailing southwesterly wind direction. 

Additional information regarding the analysis of human health impacts under accident conditions can be 
found in Appendix C. 

4.1.2 Transportation Impacts 

DOE analyzed the potential impacts of shipping radioactive waste from the WVDP site to a storage or 
disposal site under both incident-free and accident conditions. Representative highway and rail routes 
from the WVDP site to specific destinations were determined using the W ebTRAGIS routing computer 
code (Johnson and Michelhaugh 2000). The routes conform to current routing practices and applicable 
routing regulations and guidelines. The populations that might be exposed along these routes were 
determined using data from the 2000 census. 

The total impacts of transportation are the sums of the radiological and nonradiological incident-free and 
accident impacts (transportation impacts on Canadian populations would not be expected because the 
transportation routes would move generally in the opposite direction from the Canadian border). For 
incident-free transportation, the potential human health impacts were estimated for transportation workers 
and populations along the route, people sharing the route (in traffic), and people at stops along the route. 
The impacts from incident-free transportation are the radiological impacts from exposure to low levels of 
radiation from the radioactive waste containers and the nonradiological impacts from truck or train 
exhaust. The RADTRAN 5 computer code (Neuhauser et al. 2000) was used to estimate the impacts for 
transportation workers and populations. Impacts were also estimated for the maximally exposed 
individual, who may be a worker or a member of the public, using the RISKIND computer code (Yuan et 
al. 1995). The impacts for the maximally exposed individual are presented separately from the other 
incident-free transportation impacts. 

Human health impacts could result from transportation accidents in which radioactive material could be 
released from a waste container and from traffic accidents in which no radioactive material would be 
released. For transportation accidents involving a release of radioactive material, DOE estimated 
radiological accident risks (probability of occurrence x consequence) expressed as the number of latent 
cancer fatalities summed over a complete spectrum of accidents. Impacts were evaluated for the 
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population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the road or railway using the RADTRAN 5 computer code. 
DOE assumed that people would be exposed through inhalation, direct external dose from radioactive 
material that has deposited on the ground after being dispersed from the accident site (referred to as 
groundshine), and direct external dose from the passing cloud of dispersed radioactive material (referred 
to as cloudshine). In rural areas, DOE assumed that exposure could also occur through ingestion of 
agricultural products grown in contaminated soil. Consequences were also estimated for a severe 
transportation accident, known as the maximum reasonably foreseeable accident. These consequences 
were estimated using the RISKIND computer code and are presented separately from the other 
transportation accident impacts. 

Additional information regarding the analysis of transportation impacts under both incident-free and 
accident conditions can be found in Appendix D. 

4.2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 

The actions proposed by the alternatives analyzed in this EIS would have an almost imperceptible impact 
on the health of the workers and the public, even when combined with the minimal impacts of ongoing 
operations. Health impacts for all alternatives under normal onsite operating conditions and offsite 
transportation would result in less than 1 cancer fatality among workers or the public. 

4.2.1 Human Health Impacts 

Waste management activities under each alternative would result in the exposure of workers to radiation 
and contaminated material and exposure of the public to very small quantities of radioactive materials. 
Because the proposed waste management actions would involve only the storage, packaging, loading, and 
shipping of wastes and management options for the waste storage tanks, the proposed activities would 
result in a statistically insignificant contribution to the historically low impacts of ongoing WVDP 
operations. As a result, the human health impacts to involved and noninvolved workers and the public are 
dominated by ongoing WVDP site operations that would continue under all alternatives; therefore, there 
would be little discernible difference in the impacts that could occur among the three alternatives. The 
potential human health impacts for onsite waste management actions are summarized below and 
demonstrate that the impacts of each alternative would result in less than 1 cancer fatality among workers 
or the public under normal operating conditions. 

• Total Involved and Noninvolved Worker Population Dose (in person-rem) 
No Action Alternative 150 
Alternative A 210 
Alternative B 210 

• Latent Cancer Fatalities in Involved and Noninvolved Worker Population 
No Action Alternative less than 1 (0.077) 
Alternative A less than 1 (0.11) 
Alternative B less than 1 (0.11) 

• Total Public Population Dose (in person-rem) 
No Action Alternative 2.5 
Alternative A 2.5 
Alternative B 2.5 
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• Latent Cancer Fatalities in Public Population 
No Action Alternative less than 1 (1.5 x 10-3

) 

Alternative A less than 1 (1.5 x 10-3
) 

Alternative B less than 1 (1.5 x 10-3
) 

• Total Maximally Exposed Individual Dose (in mrem) 
No Action Alternative 0.62 
Alternative A 0.62 
Alternative B 0.62 

• Total Probability of Latent Cancer Fatality to Maximally Exposed Individual 
No Action Alternative 3. 7 x 1 o-7 

Alternative A 3.7 x 10-7 

Alternative B 3. 7 X 10-7 

Based on the detailed analyses provided later in this chapter and in Appendix C, under all alternatives, 
neither individual involved workers, the maximally exposed individual, nor the general public near the 
WVDP site would be expected to incur a latent cancer fatality under any atmospheric conditions if an 
accident were to occur during waste management activities. Among the accident scenarios evaluated, the 
projected latent cancer fatalities among the public ranged from a high of0.084 to a low of 4.5 x 10-6

. The 
frequencies of these accidents ranged from 0.1 to 10-8 per year. Using the screening procedure in A 
Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002), the sum 
of the fractions of the biota concentration guides for these accidents was less than 1. Therefore, the 
radioactive releases from these accidents would not be likely to cause persistent, measurable, deleterious 
changes in populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants or animals. 

4.2.2 Transportation Impacts 

Projected impacts from offsite waste transportation were less than 1 latent cancer fatality among workers 
and the public for all three alternatives. Rail transportation was generally found to be slightly higher than, 
but similar to, the impacts from truck transportation. Impacts are also projected to be slightly higher for 
Alternative B due to the increased shipping required to move the TRU and HL W wastes to interim 
storage prior to ultimate disposal. Although the same number of shipments would be loaded at the 
WVDP site (2,250 truck or 84 7 rail), the total number of shipments required to reach disposal destinations 
would be higher under Alternative B due to the interim storage ofTRU waste and HLW (see Table 2-3). 

The transportation impacts that could result from transportation are summarized below. 

• No Action Alternative 
169 truck or 85 rail shipments of Class A LL W 
0.034-0.041 fatalities expected from truck shipments 
0.042- 0.049 fatalities expected from rail shipments 

• Alternative A 
2,550 truck or 847 rail shipments ofLLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste and HLW canisters 
0. 79- 0.82 fatalities expected for truck shipments 
0.60- 0.68 fatalities expected for rail shipments 

4-7 



Final WVDP Waste Management EIS 

• Alternative B 
3,120 truck or 1,079 rail shipments of LLW, mixed LL W, TRU waste, and HL W canisters 
0.84- 0.93 fatalities expected for truck shipments; 
0. 66- 0. 79 fatalities expected for rail shipments 

The consequences of the maximum reasonably foreseeable transportation accidents under each alternative 
would vary slightly among the alternatives and between truck and rail transport. Under the No Action 
Alternative, the maximum reasonably foreseeable transportation accident would involve Class A LL W. 
For truck transport, this accident could result in about 1 latent cancer fatality, and for rail about 2 latent 
cancer fatalities, among the exposed population. For Alternatives A and B, the maximum reasonably 
foreseeable truck or rail transportation accident with the highest consequences would involve CH-TRU 
waste. Because one TRUPACT-II shipping container was assumed to be involved in either the truck or 
rail accident, the consequences for the truck or rail accident would be the same. Among the exposed 
population, this accident could result in about 4latent cancer fatalities. Using the screening procedure in 
A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002), the 
sum of the fractions of the biota concentration guides for the Class A LL W accidents and the CH-TRU 
accident was less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases from the Class A LL W accidents and the 
CH-TRU accident would not be likely to cause persistent, measurable, deleterious changes in populations 
or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants or animals. 

4.2.3 Offsite Impacts 

Impacts of waste management activities at offsite locations (Envirocare, Hanford, INEEL, NTS, ORNL, 
SRS, WIPP, and Yucca Mountain) have been addressed in earlier NEPA documents (see Section 1. 7.1 ). 
For all waste types, WVDP waste represents less than 2 percent of the total DOE waste inventory. 
Human health impacts at all sites as a result ofthe management (storage or disposal) ofWVDP during the 
10-year period of analysis would be very minor (substantially less than 1 latent cancer fatality). 

4.3 IMPACTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE- CONTINUATION OF 
ONGOING WASTE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 

As described in Chapter 2, under the No Action Alternative, no additional waste management activities 
would be performed beyond those activities that have already been evaluated under prior NEP A analyses 
(Section 1. 7.1) in accordance with the provisions of the Council on Environmental Quality Implementing 
Regulations for NEPA ( 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). DOE would provide continued operational support 
and monitoring of the facilities to meet the requirements for safety and hazard management. Waste 
management activities currently in progress for onsite storage of existing wastes and offsite disposition of 
a limited quantity of Class A LLW to a facility such as Envirocare (a commercial radioactive waste 
disposal site in Clive, Utah) or NTS in Mercury, Nevada, would continue. For the purposes of analysis, 
however, offsite disposal of Class A LL W at Hanford was also considered. The emptied waste storage 
tanks would continue to be ventilated and maintained in either a wet or dry condition to mitigate 
corrosion until final decisions are reached in a ROD for the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS. Both wet and dry conditions were analyzed in this EIS. Under the No Action 
Alternative, active hazard management, operational support, surveillance, and oversight would continue 
at the current levels of activity. The waste management activities evaluated under this alternative would 
occur over the next 10 years. 
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4.3.1 Human Health Impacts (No Action Alternative) 

This section characterizes the radiological impacts from the No Action Alternative activities that could 
result from exposure of workers to direct radiation and contaminated material and exposure of the public 
to small quantities of radioactive 
material from controlled releases to Comparative Risk 
the environment. Nonradiological 
injuries and fatalities have also been 
estimated using Bureau of Labor 
Statistics on incident rates for 
construction, manufacturing, and 
services. The figures shown in the 
textbox provide the relative 
probabilities of cancer fatalities from 
more common sources of risk. 

Cause of Death 
Cancer 
Lung cancer due to smoking 
Cancer caused by background radiation 
Second-hand smoke 
Motor vehicle accident 
Cancer due to CAT scan 
Cancer due to chest x-ray 

Approximate 
Probability 
1 chance in 5 
1 chance in 1 0 
1 chance in 100 
1 chance in 700 
1 chance in 5,000 
1 chance in 20,000 
1 chance in 250,000 

Worker Impacts. Under the No Action Alternative, waste management activities currently in progress 
would continue for onsite storage of existing wastes and offsite disposal of a limited quantity of Class A 
LLW. Management of the waste storage tanks would also continue as under current operations. 
Table 4-1 presents the radiological impacts to involved and noninvolved workers for the No Action 
Alternative. During the 10-year time period, the collective radiation dose to involved workers was 
estimated to be about 4.1 person-rem or about 0.41 person-rem per year from activities under the No 
Action Alternative. Over this same time period, the individual radiation dose to the average involved 
worker would be about 68 mrem per year. 

Worker 
Population 

Involved 
workersa 

Noninvolved 
workersb 

All workers 

Worker 
Population 

Involved 
workers a 

Noninvolved 
workersb 

Table 4-1. Radiation Doses for Involved and Noninvolved Workers 
Under the No Action Alternative 

Time Collective Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities 
Period Annual Total 

Activity (years) (person-rem/yr) (person-rem) Annual Total 
No Action 10 0.41 4.1 2.1 x 10·4 2.1 X 10-3 

Alternative 
activities 
Ongoing 10 15 150 7.5 x 10·3 0.075 
operations of 
WVDPb 

Total 10 15 150 7.7 X 10-3 0.077 

Time Individual Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities 
Period Annual Total 

Activity (years) (mrem/yr) (mrem) Annual Total 
No Action 10 68 680 3.4 X 10-5 3.4 X 10-4 

Alternative 
activities 
Ongoing 10 59 590 3.0 X 10-5 3.0 X 10-4 

operations of 
WVDPb 

.. 
a. Involved workers would be those md1v1duals that actively part1c1pate m the No Actwn Alternative. 
b. Noninvolved workers would be those individuals that would be onsite but would not actively participate in the No Action 

Alternative. 
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This radiation dose is well below the limit in 10 CFR 835 of 5 rem (5,000 mrem) per year and the WVDP 
administrative control level of 500 mrem per year (WVNS 2001 ), and would result in less than 
1 (3.4 x 10-5

) latent cancer fatality or a chance of about 1 in 29,000 per year. 

In addition to radiation doses from No Action Alternative activities, workers would be exposed to 
radiation doses from the ongoing operations of the WVDP site. When radiation doses are calculated for 
involved and noninvolved workers for both No Action Alternative activities and ongoing operations, the 
total collective radiation dose to the workers was estimated to be about 150 person-rem over the duration 
of the No Action Alternative or about 15 person-rem per year (Table 4-1 ). This dose is equivalent to less 
than 1 (0.077) latent cancer fatality within the worker population. 

Nonradiological impacts to workers, based on Bureau of Labor Statistics and the required work effort 
estimated to complete the actions proposed under the No Action Alternative, are not expected to result in 
any non-lost workday injuries, lost workday injuries, or fatalities. 

Public Impacts. Under the No Action Alternative, waste management activities currently in progress 
would continue for onsite storage of existing wastes and offsite disposal of a limited quantity of Class A 
LL W. Management of the waste storage tanks would also continue as under current operations. 
Radiation doses to the public would be similar to the radiation doses for ongoing operations at the WVDP 
(Table 4-2). 

Table 4-2. Radiation Doses to the Public Under the No Action Alternativea 

Maximally Exposed Individual Population Around WVDP Site 
Individual Collective Radiation 

Radiation Doseb Probability of Latent Dosec Probability of Latent 
Cancer Fatality Annual Total Cancer Fatality 

Annual Total (person- (person-
Activity (mrem/yr) (mrem) Annual Total rem/yr) rem) Annual Total 

Ongoing operations at WVDP 
Airborne 0.021 0.21 1.3 X 10-8 1.3 x w-7 0.17 1.7 1.0 X 10-4 1.0 X 10-3 

releases 
Percent of <1 NAct NA NA NA NA NA NA 
EPA standard 
(10 mrem per 

_year) 
Waterborne 0.041 0.41 2.5 x w-8 2.5 x w-7 0.083 0.83 5.0 x w-s 5.0 X 10-4 

releases 
All pathways 0.062 0.62 3.7 x w-8 3.7 x w-7 0.25 2.5 u x w-4 1.5 X 10-3 

Percent of <1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
DOE standard 
(100 mrem pe 
year) 
Percent of <1 NA NA NA <1 NA NA NA 
natural 
background 
a. The time penod for the No Act10n AlternatiVe IS 10 years. 
b. Individual background radiation doses are about 300 mrem per year. 
c. The collective radiation dose to the 1.5-million-person population that surrounds the WVDP site from natural background is 

about 380,000 person-rem per year. 
d. NA =not applicable. 
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Annual Dose. The collective radiation dose through all exposure pathways (air and water) to people 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site would be about 0.25 person-rem per year. This is 
equivalent to less than 1 (1.5 x 10-4

) latent cancer fatality in the exposed population each year. The 
radiation dose through all exposure pathways to the maximally exposed individual living around the 
WVDP site would be about 0.062 mrem per year. This radiation dose is 0.062 percent of the DOE 
standard of 100 mrem per year (DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the 
Environment) and would result in less than 1 (3. 7 x 1 o-8

) latent cancer fatality per year or a chance of 
about 1 in 27 million for the maximally exposed individual. 

Total Dose. For the duration of the No Action Alternative (10 years), the total collective radiation dose 
through all exposure pathways to the population around the WVDP site would be about 2.5 person-rem. 
This is equivalent to less than 1 ( 1.5 x 1 o·3

) latent cancer fatality over the duration of the No Action 
Alternative. 

4.3.2 Impacts from Facility Accidents (No Action Alternative) 

DOE evaluated the potential impacts that could occur as a result of accidents at the WVDP site during the 
implementation ofthe No Action Alternative. Because only Class ALL W would be shipped under the 
No Action Alternative, these accidents were limited to those involving the handling of Class ALL W in 
preparation for shipping. In addition, accidents involving the ongoing management of Tanks 8D-1 and 
8D-2 were evaluated. Accidents involving ongoing or continuing activities at the WVDP site that were 
not part of this EIS have been addressed in other documents such as the Long-Term Management of 
Liquid High-Level Radioactive Wastes Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, West 
Valley Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1982) and several facility safety analysis reports and 
environmental assessments. For example, accidents involving the High-Level Waste Vitrification Facility 
are characterized in the Safety Analysis Report for Vitrification System Operations and High-Level Waste 
Interim Storage (WVNS 2000b ). 

One potential handling accident involved the puncture of a drum containing Class A LL W. The 
frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of0.1 to 0.01 per year. The consequences of 
this accident using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-3. For a worker located at 
the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 7.1 x 1 o-6 rem. This accident could result in a 
radiation dose of 2.4 x 1 o·6 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the 
population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose 
of0.0075 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 4.5 x 10·6

. Using 
95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 
7.2 x 10-5 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-4). 

A second potential accident involved a drop of a pallet containing six Class A LL W drums, all of which 
were assumed to rupture. The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of0.1 to 0.01 
per year. The consequences of this accident using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in 
Table 4-3. For a worker located at the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 4.2 x 10-5 rem. 
This accident could result in a radiation dose of 1.4 x 1 o-5 rem to the maximally exposed individual living 
near the WVDP site. For the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) ofthe site, this accident 
could result in a radiation dose of 0. 044 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer 
fatality of2.6 x 10-5

. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability 
of a latent cancer fatality of 4.1 x 10-4 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the 
WVDP site (Table 4-4). 
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Table 4-3. Radiological Consequences of Accidents Using 50-Percent Atmospheric Conditions 
under the No Action Alternative 

Maximally Exposed 
Worker Individual Population" 

Radiation Latent Radiation Latent Radiation Latent 
Frequency Dose Cancer Dose Cancer Dose Cancer 

Accident (per year) (rem) Fatality (rem) Fatality (person-rem) Fatality 
Class A drum 0.1-0.01 7.1 X 10-6 3.6 X 10-9 2.4 X 10-6 1.4 X 10-9 7.5 X 10-3 4.5 X 10-6 

punctureb 
Class A pallet 0.1-0.01 4.2 X 10-5 2.1 X 10-X 1.4 X 10-5 8.4 X 10-9 0.044 2.6 X 10-5 

dropb 

Class A box 0.1-0.01 8.5 X 10-5 4.3 X 10-X 2.9 X 10-5 1.7 X 10-X 0.090 5.4 X 1 o-s 
punctureb 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-b 2.4 X 10-3 1.2 X 10-6 8.1 X 10-4 4.9 X W 7 2.5 1.5 X 10-3 

8D-2(we!f 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-6 2.8 X 10-3 1.4 X 10-6 9.5 X 10-4 5.7 X 10-7 3.0 1.8 X 10-3 

8D-2 (dry)b 

a. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. 
b. Ground-level release. 

Table 4-4. Radiological Consequences of Accidents Using 95-Percent Atmospheric Conditions 
under the No Action Alternative 

Maximally Exposed 
Worker Individual Population" 

Radiation Latent Radiation Latent Radiation Latent 
Frequency Dose Cancer Dose Cancer Dose Cancer 

Accident (per year) (rem) Fatality (rem) Fatality (person-rem) Fatality 
Class A drum 0.1-0.01 7.0 X 10-5 3.5 X 10-X 2.6 X 10-5 1.6x1o-x 0.12 7.2 X 10-5 

_gunctureb 
Class A pallet 0.1-0.01 4.2 X 10-4 2.1 X 10-7 1.5 X 10-4 9.0 X 10-X 0.69 4.1 X 10-4 

dropb 

Class A box 0.1-0.01 8.4 X 10-4 4.2 X 10-7 3.2 X 10-4 1.9 X 10-7 1.4 8.4x 10-4 
punctureb 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-6 0.024 1.2 X 10-5 8.9 X 10-3 5.3 X 10.(, 39 0.023 
8D-2 (wet)b 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-b 0.028 1.4 X 10-5 0.010 6.o x 10·6 46 0.028 
8D-2 (dry)b 

a. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. 
b. Ground-level release. 

A third potential accident involved the puncture of a box containing Class A LL W. The frequency of this 
accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year. The consequences of this accident using 
50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-3. For a worker located at the site, this 
accident could result in a radiation dose of 8.5 x 10-5 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose 
of2.9 x 10-5 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 
0.090 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 5.4 x 10-5

. Using 
95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 
8.4 x 10-4 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-4). 
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DOE also analyzed accidents involving the ongoing management of Tanks 80-1 and 8D-2. These 
accidents assumed that a severe earthquake occurred at the WVDP site, causing the roof of the vault and 
Tank 8D-2 to collapse into the tank. Two accidents were analyzed, one where the contents of the tank 
were kept wet and another where the contents of the tank were allowed to dry before the collapse. The 
frequencies of the accidents were estimated to be in the range of 1 o-4 to 1 o-6 per year. 

The consequences of the accidents using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-3. If 
the contents of the tanks are kept wet, the accident could result in a radiation dose of2.4 x 10-3 rem for 
the worker located at the site. This accident could result in a radiation dose of 8.1 x 1 o-4 rem to the 
maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living within 80 kilometers 
(50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of2.5 person-rem; this is equivalent to 
a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 1.5 x 10-3

. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this 
accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.023 for the population living within 
80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-4). 

If the contents of the tanks are kept dry, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 2.8 x 10-3 rem for 
the worker located at the site (Table 4-3). This accident could result in a radiation dose of9.5 x 10-4 rem 
to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living within 
80 kilometers (50 miles) ofthe site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of3.0 person-rem; this is 
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 1.8 x 10-3

. Using 95-percent atmospheric 
conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.028 for the population 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-4). 

The highest consequence accident in Table 4-3 was the collapse of Tank 8D-2 while the contents of the 
tank were dry. Using the screening procedure in A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to 
Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002), the sum of the fractions of the biota concentration guides for 
this accident was less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases for this accident would not be likely to 
cause persistent, measurable, deleterious changes in populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic 
plants or animals. 

4.3.3 Transportation (No Action Alternative) 

Under the No Action Alternative analysis, about 4,100 cubic meters (145,000 cubic feet) of Class A LL W 
would be shipped for disposal either to NTS, Hanford, or a commercial disposal site such as Envirocare, 
under existing NEP A reviews. These shipments would take place over 10 years. All other newly 
generated and existing wastes would continue to be stored under this alternative. The waste 
transportation destinations proposed under the No Action Alternative are shown in Figure 4-1. 

Transportation impacts were estimated assuming 100 percent of the Class A LL W would be shipped by 
truck and 100 percent of the Class ALL W would be shipped by rail. Table 4-5 lists the Class A LL W 
shipments proposed under the No Action Alternative. 

4.3.3.1 Total Impacts from Transportation Activities 

The transportation impacts of shipping radioactive waste would be from two sources: incident-free 
transportation and transportation accidents. Both radiological impacts and nonradiological impacts are 
included in the analysis. The total impacts from transportation would be the sum of the impacts from 
incident-free transportation and transportation accidents. Additional details on these analyses are 
provided in Appendix D. 
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Legend: 
• Waste Generation Site 
,6. LLW and Mixed LLW Disposal Site 

350 0 350 Miles 
~~~~~ 
500 0 500 Kilometers 
~~~~ 

Figure 4-1. Waste Destinations Under the No Action Alternative 

Table 4-5. LLW Shipped Under the No Action Alternative 

Waste Shipped Number of Number of 
Waste Type Container Type (cubic feet)" Containers Shipments 

Class A LLW Boxesb 97,649 1,206 87 (truck) 
44 (rail) 

Drumsb 47,351 6,878 82 (truck) 
41 (rail) 

Total 145,000 8,084 169 (truck) 
85 (rail) 

a. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028 
b. Shipped in Type A shipping container 

Table 4-6 lists the total transportation impacts by waste type and destination under the No Action 
Alternative. If either tlucks or trains were used to ship the radioactive waste, less than 1 fatality would 
occur. For perspective, there would be about 400,000 traffic fatalities in the United States over the 
10-year time period for the No Action Alternative (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1997). 

4.3.3.2 Incident-Free Impacts for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Transportation Activities 

Worker Impacts. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be a driver 
who would receive a radiation dose of about 250 mrem per year based on driving a truck containing 
radioactive waste for about 700 hours per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer 
fatality of about 1.3 x 10-4

. If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be 
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Table 4-6. Transportation Impacts Under the No Action Alternative 

Incident-Free Pollution 
Public Worker Radiological Health 

Waste Accident Risk Effects Traffic Total 
Type Destination (LCFs) (LCFs) (Fatalities) Fatalities Fatalities 

Truck 
Class A Envirocare 9.2 X 10-3 0.011 6.9 X 10-5 2.1 X 10-3 0.011 0.034 
LLW Hanford Site 0.011 0.014 7.4x 10-5 2.3 X 10-3 0.014 0.041 

NTS 0.011 0.013 8.5 X 10-5 2.8 X 10-3 0.013 0.041 
Total Truck Fatalities: 0.034 ~ 0.041 

Rail 
Class A Envirocare 0.016 0.012 2.7 X 10-4 3.0 X 10-3 9.8 X 10-3 0.042 
LLW Hanford Site 0.017 0.013 3.0 X 10-4 3.1 X 10-3 0.012 0.046 

NTS 0.017 0.016 2.7 X 10-4 3.0 X 10-3 0.012 0.049 
Total Rail Fatalities: 0.042 ~ 0.049 

.. . . .. 
Acronyms: LCFs =latent cancer fatahtJes; NTS =Nevada Test Stte. The range of total fatahttes ts based on the mtmmum 
and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. 

an inspector. This worker would receive a radiation dose of about 1. 9 mrem per year. This is equivalent 
to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 9.5 x 1 o-7

• 

Public Impacts. For truck shipments, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a person 
working at a service station who would receive a radiation dose of about 0.10 mrem per year. This is 
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 6.0 x 1 o-8

. 

If shipments were made by rail, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a rail yard worker 
who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation dose of 
about 0.35 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 
2.1 X 10-7. 

4.3.3.3 Impacts from the Maximum Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Accidents 

The maximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of 4.6 rem from the maximum 
reasonably foreseeable transportation accident involving a truck shipment of Class ALL W. This is 
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 2.8 x 10-3

. The probability of this accident 
is about 5 x 1 o-7 per year. The population would receive a collective radiation dose of about 
1,300 person-rem from this truck accident involving Class A LLW. This could result in about 1latent 
cancer fatality. 

For the maximum reasonably foreseeable transportation rail accident involving Class A LLW, the 
maximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of about 9.2 rem. This is equivalent to a 
probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 5. 5 x 1 o-3

. The probability of this accident is about 2 x 1 o-6 

per year. The population would receive a collective radiation dose of about 2,600 person-rem from this 
rail accident involving Class ALL W. This could result in about 2 latent cancer fatalities. 

Using the screening procedure in A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and 
Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002), the sum of fractions of the biota concentration guides for the Class A LLW 
accidents was less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases from the Class A LL W accidents would not 
be likely to cause persistent, measurable deleterious changes in populations or communities of terrestrial 
or aquatic plants or animals. 
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4.3.4 Offsite Impacts (No Action Alternative) 

Under the No Action Altemative, 4,060 cubic meters (145,000 cubic feet) of Class A LLW would be 
disposed of at Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal site such as Envirocare. If the entire volume of 
WVDP Class A LLW were sent to one of these sites, the probability that a worker would incur a latent 
cancer fatality would range from 4.8 x 10-3 to 5.4 x 10-3

. The maximally exposed individual member of 
the public would have a probability of incurring a latent cancer fatality of between 6.9 x 10-6 and 
3 x 10-16

• Table 2-6 provides offsite human health impacts in detail; Appendix C, Section C.lO, explains 
how these impacts were derived. 

4.4 IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE A- OFFSITE SHIPMENT OF HLW, LLW, 
MIXED LL W, AND TRU WASTE TO DISPOSAL 

Under Alternative A (Preferred Alternative), DOE would ship Class A, B, and C LLW and mixed 
LLW to one of two DOE potential disposal sites (in Washington or Nevada) or to a commercial disposal 
site (such as the Envirocare facility in Utah); ship TRU waste to WIPP in New Mexico; and ship HL W to 
the proposed Yucca Mountain HLW Repository. LLW and mixed LLW would be shipped over the next 
10 years. TRU waste shipments to WIPP could occur within the next 10 years if the TRU waste were 
determined to meet all the requirements for disposal in this repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU 
waste did not meet these requirements, the Department would need to explore other alternatives for 
disposal of this waste. 

Under DOE's current programmatic decisionmaking, offsite disposal ofHLW would occur at the 
proposed Yucca Mountain HL W Repository sometime after 2025 assuming a license to operate is granted 
by NRC. Although this period would extend well beyond the 10 years required for all other proposed 
actions under this altemative, the impacts of transporting the HL W have been included in this EIS to fully 
inform the decisionmakers should an earlier opportunity to ship HL W present itself. The waste storage 
tanks would continue to be managed as described under the No Action Altemative. 

4.4.1 Human Health Impacts (Alternative A) 

This section characterizes the radiological impacts from Altemative A activities that could result from 
exposure of workers to direct radiation and contaminated material and exposure of the public to small 
quantities of radioactive material. Nonradiological injuries and fatalities have also been estimated using 
Bureau of Labor Statistics on incident rates for construction, manufacturing, and services. 

Worker Impacts. Under Altemative A, waste management activities would involve offsite transportation 
and disposal of Class A, B, C, mixed LLW, RH-TRU, CH-TRU, and HLW. Management of the waste 
storage tanks would continue as under current operations. Table 4-7 presents the radiological impacts to 
involved and noninvolved workers for Alternative A. During the 10-year time period, the collective 
radiation dose to involved workers was estimated to be about 61 person-rem or about 6.1 person-rem per 
year from activities under Altemative A. Over this same time period, the individual radiation dose to the 
average involved worker would be about 260 mrem per year. This radiation dose is well below the limit 
in 10 CFR 835 of 5 rem (5,000 rnrem) per year and the WVDP administrative control level of 500 mrem 
per year (WVNS 2001 ), and would result in less than 1 ( 1.3 x 10-4

) latent cancer fatality or a chance of 
about 1 in 7,700 per year. 

In addition to radiation doses from Alternative A activities, workers would be exposed to radiation doses 
from the ongoing operations of the WVDP site. When radiation doses are calculated for involved and 
noninvolved workers for both Altemative A activities and ongoing operations, the total collective 
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Table 4-7. Radiation Doses for Involved and Noninvolved Workers 
Under Alternative A 

Time Collective Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities 
Period Annual Total 

Activity (years) (person-rem/yr) (person-rem) Annual Total 
Alternative A 10 6.1 61 3.1 X 10-3 0.03I 
activities 
Ongoing 10 15 150 7.5 X 10-3 0.075 
operations of 
WVDPb 
Total 10 21 210 0.011 0.11 

Time Individual Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities 
Period Annual Total 

Activity (years) (mrem/yr) (mrem) Annual Total 
Alternative A 10 260 2,600 1.3 X 10-4 1.3 x w-3 

activities 
Ongoing 10 59 590 3.0 X 10-5 3.0 x w-4 

operations of 
WVDPb 

0 0 

a. Involved workers would be those mdividuals that actiVely partiCipate m Alternative A. 
b. Noninvolved workers would be those individuals that would be onsite but would not actively participate in Alternative A. 

radiation dose to the workers was estimated to be about 210 person-rem over the duration of 
Alternative A or about 21 person-rem per year (Table 4-7). This dose is equivalent to less than 1 (0. 11) 
latent cancer fatality within the worker population. 

Nonradiological impacts to workers, based on Bureau of Labor Statistics and the required work effort 
estimated to complete the actions proposed under Alternative A, are not expected to result in any non-lost 
workday injuries, lost workday injuries, or fatalities. 

Public Impacts. Under Alternative A, waste management activities would involve offsite transportation 
and disposal of Class A, B, C, mixed LLW, RH-TRU, CH-TRU, and HLW. Management ofthe waste 
storage tanks would also continue as under current operations. Radiation doses to the public would be 
similar to the radiation doses for ongoing operations at the WVDP and thus would be the same as under 
the No Action Alternative (Table 4-8). 

Annual Dose. The collective radiation dose through all exposure pathways (air and water) to people 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site would be about 0.25 person-rem per year. This is 
equivalent to less than 1 (1.5 x 1 o-4

) latent cancer fatality in the exposed population each year. The 
radiation dose through all exposure pathways to the maximally exposed individual living around the 
WVDP site would be about 0.062 mrem per year. This radiation dose is 0.062 percent of the DOE 
standard of 100 mrem per year (DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the 
Environment) and would result in less than 1 (3. 7 x 1 o-8

) latent cancer fatality per year or a chance of 
about 1 in 27 million for the maximally exposed individual. 

Total Dose. For the duration of the Alternative A (10 years), the total collective radiation dose through all 
exposure pathways to the population around the WVDP site would be about 2.5 person-rem. This is 
equivalent to less than 1 (1.5 x 10-3

) latent cancer fatality for the duration of the alternative. 
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Table 4-8. Radiation Doses to the Public Under Alternative A a 

Maximally Exposed Individual Population Around WVDP Site 
Individual Collective Radiation Probability of 

Radiation Doseb Probability of Latent Dosec Latent Cancer 
Cancer Fatality Annual Total Fatality 

Annual Total (person- (person-
Activity (mrem/yr) (mrem) Annual Total rem/yr) rem) Annual Total 

On~oin~ operations at WVDP 
Airborne releases 0.021 0.21 1.3 X 10-S u x w-7 0.17 1.7 1.0 x w-4 1.0 x w-3 

Percent of EPA <1 NAd NA NA NA NA NA NA 
standard 
(10 mrem per 
_yearl 
Waterborne 0.041 0.41 2.5 X 10-s 2.5 x w-7 0.083 0.83 5.0 X 10-5 5.0 x w-4 

releases 
All pathways 0.062 0.62 3.7 x w-s 3.7 x w-7 0.25 2.5 1.s x w-4 1.s x w-3 

Percent of DOE <1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
standard 
( 1 00 mrem per 
_year) 
Percent of natural <1 NA NA NA <1 NA NA NA 
background 
a. The time penod for Alternative A IS I 0 years. 
b. Individual background radiation doses are about 300 mrem per year. 
c. The collective radiation dose to the 1.5-million-person population that surrounds the WVDP site from natural background is 

about 380,000 person-rem per year. 
d. NA =not applicable. 

4.4.2 Impacts from Facility Accidents {Alternative A) 

DOE evaluated the potential impacts that could occur as result of accidents at the WVDP site during the 
implementation of Alternative A. Because all waste types (Class A, B, C, LL W, mixed LL W, RH-TRU, 
CH-TRU, and HL W) would be shipped under Alternative A, accidents involving the handling of all waste 
types were evaluated. As with the No Action Alternative, accidents involving the ongoing management 
of Tanks 8D-1 and 8D-2 were evaluated. Accidents involving ongoing or continuing activities at the 
WVDP site that were not part of this EIS have been addressed in other documents such as the Long-Term 
Management a_[ Liquid High-Level Radioactive Wastes Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service 
Center, West Valley Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1982) and several facility safety 
analysis reports and environmental assessments. For example, accidents involving the High-Level Waste 
Vitrification Facility are characterized in the Safety Analysis Report for Vitrification System Operations 
and High-Level Waste Interim Storage (WVNS 2000b). 

One potential accident involved dropping two drums containing solidified Class C LL W from the Drum 
Cell. The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year. The 
consequences of this accident using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. For a 
worker located at the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 4. 7 x 1 o-5 rem. This accident 
could result in a radiation dose of 1.6 x 1 o-5 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the 
WVDP site. For the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could 
result in a radiation dose of 0.050 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality 
of 3.0 x 10-5

. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a 
latent cancer fatality of 4.7 x 10·4 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP 
site (Table 4-1 0). 
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Table 4-9. Radiological Consequences of Accidents Using 50-Percent Atmospheric Conditions 
under Alternative A 

Maximally Exposed 
Worker Individual Population" 

Radiation Latent Radiation Latent Radiation Latent 
Frequency Dose Cancer Dose Cancer Dose Cancer 

Accident (per year) (rem) Fatalitv (rem) Fatali!Y_ il:!_erson-rem) Fatality 
Drum cell drop 0.1-0.01 4.7 x 10·5 2.4 x 10·8 1.6 x 10·5 9.6 x 10·9 0.050 3.0 x 10·5 I 
Class C drum 0.1-0.01 1.2 X 10-4 6.0 X 10-X 3.9 x 10·5 2.3 X 10"8 0.12 1.2 x 10·5 I 
punctureb 
Class C pallet dropb 0.1-0.01 6.9 x 10·4 3.5 x 10·7 2.4 x 10·4 1.4x10·7 0.74 4.4x 10-4 I 
Class C box 0.1-0.01 1.2 x 10·3 6.o x 10·7 3.9 X 10-4 2.3 x 10·7 1.2 7.2 X 10-4 I 
punctureb 
HICc drop 0.1-0.01 1.5 x 10·3 7.5 x 10·7 5.2 x 10·4 3.1 x 10·7 1.6 9.6 X 10-4 I 
CH-TRU drum 0.1-0.01 0.038 1.9 x 10·5 0.013 7.8 x 10·6 41 0.025 I 
puncture 
RHWFct fire 10"4- 10"6 0.13 6.5 x 10·5 0.044 2.6 X 10·5 140 0.084 I 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-6 2.4 x 10·3 1.2 x 10·6 8.1 x 10·4 4.9 x 10·7 2.5 1.5 x 10·3 I 
8D-2 (wet)b 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-6 2.8 X 10"3 1.4 x 10·6 9.5 x 10·4 5.7 x 10·7 3.0 1.8 x 10·3 I 
8D-2 (dry)b 

a. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. 
b. Ground-level release. 
c. HIC= High integrity container. 
d. RHWF= Remote-Handled Waste Facility. 

Table 4-10. Radiological Consequences of Accidents Using 95-Percent Atmospheric Conditions 
under Alternative A 

Maximally Exposed 
Worker Individual Po_I!ulation" 

Radiation Latent Radiation Latent Radiation Latent 
Frequency Dose Cancer Dose Cancer Dose Cancer 

Accident (per year) (rem) Fatality (rem) Fatalitv i (person-rem) Fa tali tv 
Drum cell drop 0.1-0.01 4.7 X 10-4 2.4 x 10·7 1.8 x 10·4 1.1 x 10·7 0.79 4.7 x 10·4 I 
Class C drum 0.1-0.01 1.2 x 10·3 6.o x 10·7 4.3 X 10-4 2.6 x 10·7 1.9 1.1 x 10·3 I 
punctureb 
Class C pallet dropb 0.1-0.01 6.8 X 10·3 3.4 x 10·6 2.6 X 10·3 1.6 X 10"6 12 1.2 x 10·3 I 
Class C box 0.1-0.01 0.012 6.0 x 10·6 4.3 x 10·-' 2.6 X 10"6 19 0.011 I 
punctureb 
HICc drop 0.1-0.01 0.015 7.5 x 10·6 5.6 x 10·3 3.4 X 10·6 25 0.015 I 
CH-TRU drum 0.1-0.01 0.38 1.9 x 10·4 0.14 8.4 X 10·5 630 0.38 I 
puncture 
RHWFct fire 10-4- 10·6 1.3 6.5 X 10·4 0.47 2.8 X 10·4 2,100 1.3 I 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-6 0.024 1.2 x 10·5 8.9 x 10·3 5.3 x 10·6 39 0.023 I 
8D-2 (wet)b 
Collapse of Tank 10-4- 10-6 0.028 1.4 x 10·5 0.010 6.0 X 10·6 46 0.028 I 
8D-2 (dry)b 

a. Collective dose to the 1.5 million people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. 
b. Ground-level release. 
c. HIC= High integrity container. 
d. RHWF= Remote-Handled Waste Facility. 
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A second potential accident involved the puncture of a drum containing Class C LL W. The frequency of 
this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year. The consequences of this accident 
using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. For a worker located at the site, this 
accident could result in a radiation dose of 1.2 x 1 o-4 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose 
of 3.9 x w-s rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 
0.12 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 7.2 x 10-5

. Using 
95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 
1.1 x 1 o-3 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-1 0). 

A third potential accident involved a drop of a pallet containing six Class C LL W drums, all of which 
were assumed to rupture. The frequency ofthis accident was estimated to be in the range ofO.l to 0.01 
per year. The consequences of this accident using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in 
Table 4-9. For a worker located at the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 6.9 x 1 o-4 rem. 
This accident could result in a radiation dose of 2.4 x 10-4 rem to the maximally exposed individual living 
near the WVDP site. For the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident 
could result in a radiation dose of 0. 74 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer 
fatality of 4.4 x 10-4

. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability 
of a latent cancer fatality of 7.2 x 1 o-3 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the 
WVDP site (Table 4-10). 

A fourth potential accident involved the puncture of a box containing Class C LL W. The frequency of 
this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year. The consequences of this accident 
using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. For a worker located at the site, this 
accident could result in a radiation dose of 1.2 x 1 o-3 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose 
of 3. 9 x 1 o-4 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 
1.2 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 7.2 x 1 o-4

. Using 
95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 
0.011 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-10). 

A fifth potential accident involved dropping a high integrity container containing radioactive sludge and 
resin. The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0. 01 per year. The 
consequences of this accident using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. For a 
worker located at the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 1.5 x 10-3 rem. This accident 
could result in a radiation dose of 5.2 x 1 o-4 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the 
WVDP site. For the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could 
result in a radiation dose of 1.6 person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 
9.6 x 10-4

. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent 
cancer fatality of0.015 for the population living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site 
(Table 4-10). 

A sixth potential accident involved the puncture of a drum containing CH-TRU waste. The frequency of 
this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year. The consequences of this accident 
using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. For a worker located at the site, this 
accident could result in a radiation dose of 0.038 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose of 
0.013 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living 
within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 41 person-rem; 
this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.025. Using 95-percent atmospheric 
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conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.38 for the population 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-10). 

A seventh potential accident involved a diesel fuel fire in the RHWF as a result of a leak in the fuel tank 
or fuel line of a truck. This fire would involve CH-TRU and RH-TRU waste. The frequency of this 
accident was estimated to be in the range of 1 o-4 to 1 o-6 per year. The consequences of this accident using 
50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. For a worker located at the site, this 
accident could result in a radiation dose of 0.13 rem. This accident could result in a radiation dose of 
0.044 rem to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living 
within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 140 
person-rem; this is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.084. Using 95-percent 
atmospheric conditions, this accident could result in about 1 latent cancer fatality for the population living 
within 80 kilometers (50 miles) ofthe WVDP site (Table 4-10). 

Although an accident involving dropping a HL W canister while loading a shipping cask could occur, the 
canisters are designed to resist breaching and tested to withstand a 7-meter (23-foot) drop onto an 
unyielding surface and it is unlikely that a canister would rupture if it were dropped during loading. 
Therefore, Tables 4-9 and 4-10 do not include analysis of this type of accident. 

As in the No Action Alternative, DOE also analyzed accidents involving the ongoing management of 
Tanks 8D-l and 8D-2, and determined that the consequences would be the same under both alternatives. 
These accidents assumed that a severe earthquake occurred at the WVDP site, causing the roof of the 
vault and Tank 8D-2 to collapse into the tank. Two accidents were analyzed, one where the contents of 
the tank were kept wet, and another were the contents of the tank were allowed to dry. The frequencies of 
the accidents were estimated to be in the range of 10-4 to 1 o-6 per year. 

The consequences of the accidents using 50-percent atmospheric conditions are presented in Table 4-9. If 
the contents ofthe tanks are kept wet, the accident could result in a radiation dose of2.4 x 10-3 rem for 
the worker located at the site. This accident could result in a radiation dose of 8.1 x 1 o-4 rem to the 
maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living within 80 kilometers 
(50 miles) of the site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 2.5 person-rem; this is equivalent to 
a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 1.5 x 10-3

. Using 95-percent atmospheric conditions, this 
accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.023 for the population living within 
80 kilometers (50 miles) ofthe WVDP site (Table 4-10). 

If the contents of the tanks are kept dry, this accident could result in a radiation dose of 2.8 x 1 o-3 rem for 
the worker located at the site (Table 4-9). This accident could result in a radiation dose of 9.5 x 10-4 rem 
to the maximally exposed individual living near the WVDP site. For the population living within 
80 kilometers (50 miles) ofthe site, this accident could result in a radiation dose of3.0 person-rem; this is 
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 1.8 x 1 o-3

• Using 95-percent atmospheric 
conditions, this accident could result in a probability of a latent cancer fatality of 0.028 for the population 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site (Table 4-10). 

The highest consequence accident in Table 4-9 was the fire at the RHWF. Using the screening procedure 
in A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002), the 
sum of the fractions of the biota concentration guides for this accident was less than 1. Therefore, the 
radioactive releases for this accident would not be likely to cause persistent, measurable, deleterious 
changes in populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants or animals. 
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4.4.3 Transportation (Alternative A) 

Under Alternative A, about 21,000 cubic meters (742,000 cubic feet) of radioactive waste would be 
shipped for disposal. These shipments would take place over 10 years. Although HL W would not be 
shipped to a geologic repository until sometime after 2025, HL W transportation impacts were included in 
Alternative A. Class A LL W would be shipped either to NTS, Hanford, or a commercial disposal site 
such as Envirocare. Class B and Class C LL W would be shipped either to the NTS or the Hanford Site. 
Mixed LL W, meeting disposal site waste acceptance criteria, would be shipped to Hanford, NTS, or a 
commercial disposal site such as Envirocare. TRU waste would be shipped to the WIPP site for disposal. 
HLW would be shipped to a geologic repository (assumed to be the proposed Yucca Mountain Repository 
for the purposes of evaluation in this EIS). The waste transportation destinations proposed under 
Alternative A are shown in Figure 4-2. 

Legend: 
e Waste Generation Site 
L'::,. LLW and Mixed LLW Disposal Site 
<!J LLW, Mixed LLW and HLW Disposal Site 
0 TRU Disposal Site 

I 
350~!JIII!IIIIIiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiio~~~!JIII!I~350 Miles 

500 0 500 Kilometers 
~§iiiiiiijjjio~~~ 

Figure 4-2. Waste Destinations Under Alternative A 

Transportation impacts were estimated assuming 100 percent of the waste would be shipped by truck and 
100 percent of the waste would be shipped by rail. Table 4-11 lists the waste shipments associated with 
Alternative A. These shipments would take place over 10 years. 

4.4.3.1 Total Impacts from Transportation Activities 

The transportation impacts of shipping radioactive waste would be from two sources: incident-free 
transportation and transportation accidents. Both radiological impacts and nonradiological impacts are 
included in the analysis. The total impacts from transportation would be the sum of the impacts from 
incident-free transportation and transportation accidents. Additional details on these analyses are 
provided in Appendix D. 
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Table 4-11. Waste Shipped Under Alternative A orB 

Container Waste Shipped Number of Alternative A Alternative B 
Waste Type Tvpe (cubic feet)" Containers Shipments Shipments 

Class A LLW Boxesb 351,586 4,341 311 (truck) 311 (truck) 
156 (rail) 156 (rail) 

Drums" 83,014 12,058 144 (truck) 144 (truck) 
72 (rail) 72 (rail) 

Class B LLW HlCc 38,500 428 428 (truck) 428 (truck) 
107 (rail) 107 (rail) 

Drumsb 194 29 1 (truck) 1 (truck) 
1 (rail) 1 (rail) 

Class C LLW HICC 12,618 141 141 (truck) 141 (truck) 
36 (rail) 36 _frail) 

55-gallon 6,198 901 91 (truck) 91 (truck) 
drumsc 23 (rail) 23 (rail) 
71-gallon 193,405 20,377 850 (truck) 850 (truck) 
drumsb 213 (rail) 213 (rail) 

CH-TRU Drumsc 40,000 5,810 139 (truck) 278 (truck)'1 

139 (rai!)_ 278 (raill 
RH-TRU Drumsc 9,000 1,308 131 (truck) 262 (truck)e 

33 (rail) 66 (rail)r 
MLLW Drumsb 7,889 1,146 14 (truck) 14 (truck) 

7 (rail) 7 (rail) 
HLW Canistersc 300g 300 (truck) 600 (truckt 

60 (rail) 120 (rail); 
Total 742,404 46,839 2,550 (truck) 3.120 (truckY 

847(rail}_ 1 ,079 ( rail)k 

Acronyms: LL W = low-level radioactive waste; HIC =high-integrity container; CH-TRU =contact-handled transuranic waste; 
RH-TRU =remote-handled transuranic waste; MLLW =mixed low-level waste; HLW =high-level radioactive waste 
a. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028. 
b. Shipped in Type A shipping container. 
c. Shipped in Type B shipping container. 
d. 139 CH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 139 CH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
e. 131 RH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 131 RH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
f. 33 RH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 33 RH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
g. Assumed to be 300 for purposes of analysis; actual number of canisters is 275. 
h. 300 HL W shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 300 HL W shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
1. 60 HL W shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 60 HL W shipments from interim storage to disposal. 
j. Includes 270 TRU waste, and 300 HLW, truck shipments from interim storage to disposal. Alternative B would load the 

same number of truck shipments (2,550) at WVDP for shipment offsite as Alternative A. 
k. Includes 172 TRU waste, and 60 HLW, rail shipments from interim storage to disposal. Alternative B would load the same 

number of rail shipments (847) at WVDP for shipment offsite as Alternative A. 

Table 4-12 lists the total transportation impacts by waste type and destination expected under 
Alternative A. If either trucks or trains were used to ship the radioactive waste, less than 1 fatality would 
occur. For perspective, there would be about 400,000 traffic fatalities in the United States over the 
10-year time period under Alternative A (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1997). 

4.4.3.2 Incident-Free Impacts for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Transportation Activities 

Worker Impacts. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be the 
truck driver. This worker would receive a radiation dose of about 2,000 mrem per year based on driving 
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Table 4-12. Transportation Impacts Under Alternative A 

Incident-Free Radiological Pollution 

Worker 
Accident Health 

Waste Public Risk Effects Traffic Total 
Type Destination (LCFs) (LCFs) (Fatalities) Fatalities Fatalities 

Truck 
Class A Envirocare 0.025 0.031 1.4 X 10-4 5.7 X 10-3 0.030 0.092 
LLW Hanford Site 0.030 0.037 1.5 X 10-4 6.3 X 10-3 0.038 0.11 

NTS 0.031 0.036 1.7 X 10-4 7.6 X 10-3 0.036 0.11 
Class B Hanford Site 1.4 X 10-3 0.028 0.065 5.9 X 10-3 0.035 0.13 
LLW NTS 1.6 X 10-3 0.029 0.062 7.1 X 10-3 0.034 0.13 
Class C Hanford Site 0.087 0.20 5.5 X 10-7 0.018 0.11 0.41 
LLW NTS 0.089 0.19 6.5 X 10-7 0.022 0.10 0.41 
CH-TRU WIPP 8.3 X 10-3 0.010 7.5 X 10-4 2.3 X 10-3 0.012 0.033 
RH-TRU WIPP 6.5 X 10-3 0.013 7.5 X 10-9 2.2 X 10-3 0.011 0.033 
MLLW Envirocare 7.7 X 10-4 9.5 X 10-4 1.0 X 10-5 1.8 X 10-4 9.2 x w-4 2.8 X 10-3 

Hanford Site 9.2 X 10-4 1.1 x w-3 1.1 X 10·5 1.9 X 10-4 1.2 X 10-3 3.4 X 10-3 

NTS 9.5 x w-4 1.1 X 10-3 1.3 x w-5 2.3 X 10-4 1.1 X 10-3 3.4 X 10-3 

HLW Repository 0.020 0.044 9.8 x w-7 5.8 X 10-3 0.024 0.094 
Total Truck Fatalities: 0. 79- 0.82 

Rail 
Class A Envirocare 0.044 0.033 5.3 X 10-4 8.0 X 10-3 0.026 0.11 
LLW Hanford Site 0.045 0.035 5.8 x w-4 8.2 X 10-3 0.034 0.12 

NTS 0.046 0.044 5.3 X 10-4 8.1 X 10-3 0.033 0.13 
Class B Hanford Site 0.042 0.033 3.4 X 10-6 3.9 X 10-3 0.016 0.095 
LLW NTS 0.043 0.045 3.1 X 10-6 3.8 X 10-3 0.017 0.11 
Class C Hanford Site 0.13 0.10 1.2 X 10-6 0.012 0.049 0.29 
LLW NTS 0.13 0.14 1.1 X 10-6 0.012 0.053 0.34 
CH-TRU WIPP 8.3 X 10-3 8.1 X 10-3 2.0 X 10-4 3.4 X 10-3 0.018 0.038 
RH-TRU WIPP 6.6 x 10·3 6.4 X 10-3 2.4xlo-s 8.0 X 10-4 4.2 X 10-3 0.018 
MLLW Envirocare 1.3 x w-3 1.0 X 10·3 4.1 x w-5 2.4x1o-4 8.1 X 10-4 3.4 X 10-3 

Hanford Site 1.4 X 10-3 1.1 X 10-3 4.5 X 10-5 2.5 X 10-4 1.0 X 10-3 3.8 X 10-3 

NTS 1.4 X 10-3 1.3 X 10-3 4.1 x w-5 2.5 X 10-4 1.0 x w-3 4.0 X 10-3 

HLW Repository 7.6 x w-3 0.014 3.0 x w-7 4.2 x 10·3 0.019 0.045 
Total Rail Fatalities: 0.60 - 0.68 

.. 
Acronyms: LCFs = latent cancer fataht1es; CH-TRU =contact-handled transuramc waste; RH-TRU =remote-handled transuramc 
waste; MLLW =mixed low-level waste; HL W =high-level radioactive waste; NTS =Nevada Test Site; WIPP =Waste Isolation 
Pilot Plant. The range of total fatalities is based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. 

the truck containing radioactive waste for 1,000 hours per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a 
latent cancer fatality of about 1.0 x 1 o-3

. 

If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be an inspector. This worker 
would receive a radiation dose of about 190 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent 
cancer fatality of about 9.5 x 10-5

. 

Public Impacts. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed member of the public 
would be a person working at a service station who would receive a radiation dose of about 19 mrem per 
year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 1.1 x 10-5

. 
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If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a railyard 
worker who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation 
dose of about 35 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 
2.1 X 10-5. 

4.4.3.3 Impacts from the Maximum Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Accidents 

For waste shipped under Alternative A, the maximum reasonably foreseeable truck or rail transportation 
accident with the highest consequences would involve CH-TRU waste. Since one TRUPACT-11 shipping 
container was assumed to be involved in either the truck or rail accident, the consequences for the truck or 
rail accident are the same. The probabilities of the truck and rail accidents are slightly different. The 
probability of the truck accident was 6 x 10-7 per year. For rail, the probability of the accident was 
1 x 1 o-7 per year. The maximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of about 25 rem from 
this accident, which is equivalent to a latent cancer fatality risk of0.015. The population would receive a 
collective radiation dose of approximately 6,600 person-rem from this accident. This could result in 
about 4 latent cancer fatalities. Using the screening procedure in A Graded Approach for Evaluating 
Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002), the sum of fractions of the biota 
concentration guides for the CH-TRU accident was less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases from 
the CH-TRU accident would not be likely to cause persistent, measurable, deleterious changes in 
populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants or animals. 

4.4.4 Offsite Impacts (Alternative A) 

Under Alternative A, 19,200 cubic meters ( 685,515 cubic feet) of LL W and 221 cubic meters 
(7,889 cubic feet) of mixed LLW would be disposed of at Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal site 
such as Envirocare. If the entire volume of WVDP LL W and mixed LL W inventory were sent to one of 
these sites, the probability that a worker would incur a latent cancer fatality would range from 3.2 x 10-2 

to 3.6 x 10·2. The maximally exposed individual member of the public would have a probability of 
incurring a latent cancer fatality of between 5.1 x 10-5 and 2.1 x 10"15

. 

In addition, approximately 1,372 cubic meters (49,000 cubic feet) ofTRU waste would be disposed of at 
WIPP. Disposal of this waste volume at WIPP would result in a probability that a worker would incur a 
latent cancer fatality of 1.0 x 10·2. The maximally exposed individual member of the public would have a 
probability of incurring a latent cancer fatality of 3.0 x 10·9• The population within 80 kilometers 
(50 miles) of the site would have a probability of incurring a latent cancer fatality of3.0 x 10·6 . 

Disposal of300 canisters ofWVDP HLW2 at a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain would result in a 
probability that a worker would incur a latent cancer fatality of 6.8 x 1 o-2

. The maximally exposed 
individual member of the public would have a probability of incurring a latent cancer fatality of 
3.1 x 10·7. The population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site would have a probability of 
incurring a latent cancer fatality of 2. 0 x 10-2

• 

Table 2-6 provides offsite human health impacts in detail; Appendix C, Section C.l 0, explains how these 
impacts were derived. 

1 For purposes of analysis, DOE assumed that vitrification of HLW at WVDP would result in the production of 300 
canisters. Vitrification is now complete and has resulted in the production of 275 canisters. Therefore, the impacts 
associated with the 275 canisters actually produced would be lower than the impacts analyzed. 
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4.5 IMPACTS OF ALTERNATIVE B- OFFSITE SHIPMENT OF LL WAND MIXED 
LLW TO DISPOSAL AND SHIPMENT OF HL WAND TRU WASTE TO INTERIM 
STORAGE 

Under Alternative B, LL Wand mixed LL W would be shipped offsite for disposal at the same locations 
as Alternative A. TRU wastes would be shipped for interim storage at one of five DOE sites: Hanford 
Site; INEEL; ORNL; SRS; or WIPP. TRU wastes would subsequently be shipped to WIPP (or would 
remain at WIPP) for disposal. HL W would be shipped to SRS or Hanford for interim storage, with 
subsequent shipment to Yucca Mountain for disposal. 

It is assumed that the shipment of LL W and mixed LL W to disposal would occur within the next 
10 years, and that TRU waste and HL W would be shipped to interim storage during that same 10 years. 
Ultimate disposal ofTRU wastes and HLW wastes would be subject to the same constraints described 
under Alternative A; however, the impacts of transporting these wastes to their ultimate disposal sites 
have been included in the impact analyses for this alternative. The waste storage tanks and their 
surrounding vaults would be managed as under the No Action Alternative. 

4.5.1 Human Health Impacts (Alternative B) 

This section characterizes the radiological impacts from Alternative B activities that could result from 
exposure of workers to direct radiation and contaminated material and exposure of the public to small 
quantities of radioactive material from controlled releases to the environment. Nonradiological injuries 
and fatalities have also been estimated using Bureau of Labor Statistics on incident rates for construction, 
manufacturing, and services. 

Worker Impacts. Under Alternative B, waste management activities would involve offsite transportation 
and disposal of Class A, B, C, mixed LLW, and offsite interim storage ofRH-TRU, CH-TRU, and HLW 
prior to disposal. Management of the waste storage tanks would continue as under current operations. 
Table 4-13 presents the radiological impacts to involved and noninvolved workers for Alternative B. 
During the 1 0-year time period, the collective radiation dose to involved workers was estimated to be 
about 61 person-rem or about 6.1 person-rem per year from activities under Alternative B. Over this 
same time period, the individual radiation dose to the average involved worker would be about 260 mrem 
per year. This radiation dose is well below the limit in 10 CFR 835 of 5 rem (5,000 mrem) per year and 
the WVDP administrative control level of 500 mrem per year (WVNS 2001 ), and would result in less 
than 1 ( 1.3 x 1 o-4

) latent cancer fatality or a chance of about 1 in 7, 700 per year. 

In addition to radiation doses from Alternative B activities, workers would be exposed to radiation doses 
from the ongoing operations of the WVDP site. When radiation doses are calculated for involved and 
noninvolved workers for both Alternative B activities and ongoing operations, the total collective 
radiation dose to the workers was estimated to be about 210 person-rem over the duration of 
Alternative B or about 21 person-rem per year (Table 4-13). This dose is equivalent to less than 1 (0.11) 
latent cancer fatality within the worker population. 

Nonradiological impacts to workers, based on Bureau of Labor Statistics and the required work effort 
estimated to complete the actions proposed under Alternative B, are not expected to result in any non-lost 
workday injuries, lost workday injuries, or fatalities. 

Public Impacts. Under Alternative B, waste management activities would involve offsite transportation 
and disposal of Class A, B, C, mixed LLW, RH-TRU, CH-TRU, and HLW. Management of the waste 
storage tanks would continue as under current operations. Radiation doses to the public would be similar 
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Table 4-13. Radiation Doses for Involved and Noninvolved Workers 
Under Alternative B 

Time Collective Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities 
Worker Period Annual Total 

Population Activity (years) (person-rem/yr) (person-rem) Annual Total 
Involved Alternative B 10 6.1 61 3.1 x w-3 0.031 
workersa activities 
Noninvolved Ongoing 10 15 150 7.5 x w-3 0.075 
workersb operations of 

WVDPb 
All workers Total 10 21 210 0.011 0.11 

Time Individual Dose Latent Cancer Fatalities 
Worker Period Annual Total 

· Population Activity (years) {_mrem/y_r}_ (mreml Annual Total 
Involved Alternative B 10 260 2,600 1.3 x w-4 1.3 x w-3 

workersa activities 
Noninvolved Ongoing 10 59 590 3.0 x w-s 3.0x 10-4 

workersb operations of 
WVDPb 

.. . . 
a. Involved workers would be those mdividuals that actively partiCipate m Alternative B. 
b. Noninvolved workers would be those individuals that would be onsite but would not actively participate in Alternative B. 

to the radiation doses for ongoing operations at the WVDP and thus would be the same as under the No 
Action Alternative and Alternative A. Annual and total radiation doses to the public (maximally exposed 
individual and collective population) are listed in Table 4-14. 

Annual Dose. The collective radiation dose through all exposure pathways (air and water) to people 
living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the site would be about 0.25 person-rem per year. This is 
equivalent to less than 1 (1.5 x 10-4

) latent cancer fatality in the exposed population each year. The 
radiation dose through all exposure pathways to the maximally exposed individual living around the 
WVDP site would be about 0.062 mrem per year. This radiation dose is 0.062 percent of the DOE 
standard of 100 mrem per year (DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the 
Environment) and would result in less than 1 (3. 7 x 1 o-8

) latent cancer fatality per year or a chance of 
about 1 in 27 million for the maximally exposed individual. 

Total Dose. For the duration of the No Action Alternative (10 years), the total collective radiation dose 
through all exposure pathways to the population around the WVDP site would be about 2.5 person-rem. 
This is equivalent to less than 1 (1.5 x 10-3

) latent cancer fatality over the duration of Alternative B. 

4.5.2 Impacts from Facility Accidents (Alternative B) 

The onsite activities proposed under Alternative B would be the same as those proposed under 
Alternative A. The facility accidents characterized previously in Section 4.4.2 would be representative of 
Alternative B and would have the same consequences. Therefore, the potential facility accidents 
characterized in Section 4.4.2 and their consequences will not be repeated here. As with the No Action 
Alternative and Alternative A, accidents involving ongoing or continuing activities at the WVDP site that 
were not part of this EIS have been addressed in other documents such as the Long-Term Management of 
Liquid High-Level Radioactive Wastes Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center, West 
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Table 4-14. Radiation Doses to the Public Under Alternative Ba 

Maximally Exposed Individual Population Around WVDP Site 
Individual Radiation Collective Radiation 

Doseb Probability of Latent Dose< Probability of Latent 
Cancer Fatality Annual Cancer Fatality 

Annual Total (person- Total 
Activity (mrem/yr) (mrem) Annual Total rem/yr) (person-rem) Annual Total 

Ongoing operations at WVDP 
Airbome releases 0.021 0.21 J.3 X JO-X u x 10·7 0.17 1.7 1.0 X 10·4 1.0 X 10·3 

Percent ofEPA <I NAd NA NA NA NA NA NA 
standard 
(10 mrem per 
year) 
Waterbome 0.041 0.41 2.5 X 10·X 2.5 x 10·7 0.083 0.83 5.0 X 10·5 5.0 X 10·41 
releases 
All pathways 0.062 0.62 3.7 X 10-x 3.7 X 10"7 0.25 2.5 1.5 X 10·4 1.5 X 10"3 

Percent of DOE <I NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
standard 
(I 00 mrem per 
year) 
Percent of natural <I NA NA NA <I NA NA NA 
background 
a. The t1me penod for Altemat1ve 8 IS I 0 years. 
b. Individual background radiation doses are about 300 mrem per year. 
c. The collective radiation dose to the 1.5-million-person population that surrounds the WVDP site from natural background is about 

380,000 person-rem per year. 
d. NA =not applicable. 

Valley Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1982) and several facility safety analysis reports and 
environmental assessments. For example, accidents involving the High-Level Waste Vitrification Facility 
are characterized in the Safety Analysis Report for Vitrification System Operations and High-Level Waste 
Interim Storage (WVNS 2000b ). 

4.5.3 Transportation (Alternative B) 

Under Alternative B, about 21,000 cubic meters (742,000 cubic feet) of radioactive waste would be 
shipped for disposal. These are the same volumes that would be shipped under Alternative A. These 
shipments would take place over 10 years. Although HL W would not be shipped to a geologic repository 
until sometime after 2025, HL W transportation impacts were included in Alternative B. As was the case 
for Alternative A, under Alternative B Class A LL W would be shipped either to NTS, Hanford, or a 
commercial disposal site such as Envirocare; Class B and Class C LL W would be shipped either to the 
NTS or the Hanford Site; and mixed LL W would be shipped to Hanford, NTS, or a commercial disposal 
site such as Envirocare. In contrast to Alternative A, TRU waste would be shipped first to Hanford, 
INEEL, ORNL, or SRS for storage, then to WIPP for disposal. TRU waste could also be shipped to 
WIPP for interim storage prior to disposal there. HL W would be shipped first to the SRS or Hanford for 
storage, then to a geologic repository for disposal (again, assumed to be the proposed Yucca Mountain 
Repository for the purposes of evaluation in this EIS). The waste transportation destinations proposed 
under Alternative Bare shown in Figure 4-3. 

Transportation impacts were estimated assuming that 100 percent of the waste would be shipped by truck 
and that 100 percent ofthe waste would be shipped by rail. Table 4-11 lists the waste shipments 
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Figure 4-3. Waste Destinations Under Alternative B 

associated with Alternative B. Because only the destinations for TRU waste and HL W vary between 
Alternatives A and B, the reader will see very little difference among the impacts to workers or the public 
for these alternatives. 

4.5.3.1 Total Impacts from Transportation Activities 

Table 4-15 lists the total transportation impacts by waste type and destination expected under 
Alternative B. If either trucks or trains were used to ship the radioactive waste, less than one fatality 
would occur. For perspective, there would be about 400,000 traffic fatalities in the United States during 
the 1 0-year time period under Alternative B (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1997). 

4.5.3.2 Incident-Free Impacts for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Transportation Activities 

Worker Impacts. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be the 
truck driver. This worker would receive a radiation dose of about 2,000 mrem per year based on driving 
the truck containing radioactive waste for 1,000 hours per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a 
latent cancer fatality of about 1.0 x 10-3

. 

If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be an inspector. This worker 
would receive a radiation dose of about 190 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent 
cancer fatality of about 9.5 x 1 o-5

. 
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Table 4-15. Transportation Impacts Under Alternative B 
Incident-Free Radiological 

Public I Worker 
Accident Pollution 

Risk Health Traffic Total 
Waste Type Destination (LCFs) (lCFs) Effects Fatalities Fatalities 

Truck 
Class A LLW Envirocare 0.025 0.031 1.4 x 10·4 5.7 x 10·3 0.030 0.092 

Hanford Site 0.030 0.037 1.5 x 10·4 6.3 x 10·3 0.038 0.11 

NTS 0.031 0.036 1.7 x 10·4 7.6 x 10·3 0.036 0.11 
Class B LLW Hanford Site 0.028 0.065 8.2 x 10·7 5.9 x 10·3 0.035 0.13 

NTS 0.029 0.062 9.4 x 10·7 7.1 x 10·3 0.034 0.13 
Class C LLW Hanford Site 0.087 0.20 5.5 x 10·7 0.018 0.11 0.41 

NTS 0.089 0.19 6.5 X 10·7 0.022 0.10 0.41 
CH-TRU SRS ---7 WIPP 8.8 X 10-j 0.012 1.0 x 10·3 2.7 X 10·3 0.015 0.040 

INEEL ---7 WIPP 0.011 0.016 6.7 X 10·4 2.5 x 10-j 0.016 0.046 

ORNL ---7 WIPP 7.7 x 10·3 0.012 6.4 x 10·" 2.2 X 10-o 0.012 0.034 

Hanford ---7 WIPP 0.013 0.019 7.8 X 10·4 3.0 X 10·j 0.020 0.056 
RH-TRU SRS ---7 WIPP 6.9 X 10·3 0.015 1.0 X 10-H 2.5 X 10·3 0.014 0.039 

INEEL ---7 WIPP 8.4 X Jo·J 0.021 7.3 x 10·" 2.4 X 10-J 0.015 0.046 

ORNL ---7 WIPP 6.1 X 10-o 0.014 6.4 X 10-~ 2.0 x Io-o 0.011 0.034 

Hanford ---7 WIPP 0.010 0.025 8.4 x 1 o·" 2.8 X ]0-j 0.019 0.057 
MLLW Envirocare 7.7 X 10-4 9.5 X 104 1.0 X 10·5 1.8 X 10-4 9.2 X 10·4 2.8 X 10·3 

Hanford Site 9.2 x 10·4 1.1 x 10·3 1.1 x 10·5 1.9 X 10·4 1.2 x 10·3 3.4 x 10·3 

NTS 9.5 x 10·4 1.1 x 10·3 1.3 X 10·5 2.3 X 10-4 1.1 x 10·3 3.4 x w-3 

HLW SRS ---7 Repository 0.032 0.067 2.6 x w·" 9.6 x w-3 0.047 0.16 

Hanford Site ---7 0.030 0.069 1.4 x w·" 8.o x 10·3 0.037 0.14 
Repository 

Total Truck Fatalities: 0.84-0.93 
Rail 
Class A LLW Envirocare 0.044 0.033 5.3 x 10·4 8.o x 10·3 0.026 0.11 

Hanford Site 0.045 0.035 5.8 x w-4 8.2 x w-3 0.034 0.12 

NTS 0.046 0.044 5.3 x 10·4 8.1 x 10·3 0.033 0.13 
Class B LLW Hanford Site 0.042 0.033 3.4 X 10-6 3.9 x w-3 0.016 0.095 

NTS 0.043 0.045 3.1 x 10·6 3.8 x w-3 0.017 0.11 
Class C LLW Hanford Site 0.13 0.10 1.2 x 10·6 0.012 0.049 0.29 

NTS 0.13 0.14 1.1 x 10·6 0.012 0.053 0.34 
CH-TRU SRS ---7 WIPP 0.014 0.015 2.9 x 10·4 5.8 x 10·3 0.037 0.072 

INEEL ---7 WIPP 0.014 0.016 3.4 x 10·4 5.8 x 10·3 0.023 0.059 

ORNL ---7 WIPP 0.012 0.015 2.5 x 10·" 5.] X 10-o 0.022 0.055 

Hanford ---7 WIPP 0.016 0.017 4.3 x 10·4 6.7 x 10-j 0.032 0.073 
RH-TRU SRS ---7 WIPP 0.011 0.012 3.1 X 10-H 1.4 x 10·3 8.8 x 10·3 0.033 

INEEL ---7 WIPP 0.011 0.013 4.0 X ]0-H 5.4 X JO-J 0.021 0.050 

ORNL ---7 WIPP 9.8 X 10-3 0.011 2.9 x 1o·H 4.8 x 1 o-j 0.021 0.047 

Hanford ---7 WIPP 0.013 0.014 5.0 x 1o·' 6.3 X ]0-j 0.030 0.063 
MLLW Envirocare 1.3 X 10·3 1.0 x w-3 4.1 X 10·5 2.4 X 10·4 8.1 x w-4 3.4 x w-3 

Hanford Site 1.4 x 10·3 1.1 x w-3 4.5 X 10·5 2.5 X 10·4 1.0 x w-3 3.8 x w-3 

NTS 1.4 x 10·3 1.3 x w-3 4.1 x 10·5 2.5 x w-4 1.0 X 10·3 4.0 x w-3 

HLW SRS ---7 RepositQ~Y 0.010 0.021 3.0 X 10·7 6.] X 10·3 0.035 0.072 

Hanford Site ---7 9.4 x w-3 0.021 3.9 x 10·7 5.3 x w-3 0.030 0.066 
Repository 

Total Rail Fatalities: 0.66 - 0.79 
.. 

Acronyms: LCFs = latent cancer fatalities; CH-TRU =contact-handled transuramc waste; RH-TRU =remote-handled 
transuranic waste; MLLW =mixed low-level waste; HL W =high-level radioactive waste; SRS = Savannah River Site; NTS = 
Nevada Test Site; WIPP =Waste Isolation Pilot Plant; INEEL =Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory; 
ORNL =Oak Ridge National Laboratory. The range of total fatalities is based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for 
each waste type. 
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Public Impacts. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed member of the public 
would be a person working at a service station who would receive a radiation dose of about 19 mrem per 
year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 1.1 x 1 o-5

. 

If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a rail yard 
worker who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation 
dose of about 35 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 
2.1 x w-5

• 

4.5.3.3 Impacts from the Maximum Reasonably Foreseeable Transportation Accidents 

As is the case for Alternative A, for waste shipped under Alternative B, the maximum reasonably 
foreseeable truck or rail transportation accident with the highest consequences would involve CH-TRU 
waste. Because one TRUPACT-11 shipping container was assumed to be involved in either the truck or 
rail accident, the consequences for the truck or rail accident are the same. However, the probability of the 
truck and rail accidents are slightly different. The probability of the truck accident was 8 x 10-7 per year. 
For rail, the probability of the accident was 3 x 10-7 per year. The maximally exposed individual would 
receive a radiation dose of about 25 rem from this accident, which is equivalent to a latent cancer fatality 
risk of 0.015. The population would receive a collective radiation dose of approximately 
6,600 person-rem from this accident. This could result in about 4 latent cancer fatalities. Using the 
screening procedure in A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial 
Biota (DOE 2002), the sum of fractions of the biota concentration guides for the CH-TRU accident was 
less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases from the CH-TRU accident would not be likely to cause 
persistent, measurable, deleterious changes in populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants 
or animals. 

4.5.4 Offsite Impacts (Alternative B) 

Under Alternative B, LL W and mixed LL W would be disposed of at Hanford, NTS, or a commercial 
disposal site such as Envirocare. If the entire volume of WVDP LL W and mixed LL W inventory were 
sent to one of these sites, the probability that a worker would incur a latent cancer fatality would range 
from 3.2 x 10-2 to 3.6 x 10-2

. The maximally exposed individual member of the public would have a 
probability of incurring a latent cancer fatality of between 5.1 x 10-5 and 2.1 x 10-15

. 

In addition, approximately 1,372 cubic meters (49,000 cubic feet) ofTRU waste would be stored at 
Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, SRS, or WIPP. Interim storage of this waste volume would result in a 
probability that a worker would incur a latent cancer fatality of between 2.5 x 1 o-3 and 1.6 x 1 o-4

• The 
maximally exposed individual member of the public would have a probability of incurring a latent cancer 
fatality of between 6.9 x 10-7 and 2.1 x 10- 10

• The populations within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the sites 
would have a probability of incurring a latent cancer fatality of between 2.6 x 10-3 and 2.3 x 10-5

. 

HL W currently stored at WVDP would be stored at Hanford or SRS. Interim storage of 300 canisters of 
WVDP HL W at these sites would result in a probability that a worker would incur a latent cancer fatality 
Ofbetween 2.0 X 10-2 and 3.6 X 10-2

• 

Table 2-6 provides offsite human health impacts in detail; Appendix C, Section C.1 0, explains how these 
impacts were derived. 
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4.6 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE IMP ACTS 

In February 1994, the President issued Executive Order 12898, titled Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations [59 Fed. Reg. 7629-7633 
(1994)]. This Order directs federal agencies to incorporate environmental justice as part of their missions. 
As such, federal agencies are specifically directed to identify and address as appropriate 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their programs, policies, 
and activities on minority and low-income populations. 

The Council on Environmental Quality has issued guidance (CEQ 1997) to federal agencies to assist them 
with their NEP A procedures so that environmental justice concerns are effectively identified and 
addressed. In this guidance, the Council encouraged federal agencies to supplement the guidance with 
their own specific procedures tailored to particular programs or activities of an agency. DOE has 
prepared the Draft Guidance on Incorporating Environmental Justice Considerations into the Department 
of Energy's National Environmental Policy Act Process (DOE 2000) based on Executive Order 12898 
and the Council on Environmental Quality environmental justice guidance. 

Among other things, the DOE draft guidance states that even for actions that are at the low end of the 
sliding scale with respect to the significance of environmental impacts, some consideration (which could 
be qualitative) is needed to show that DOE considered environmental justice concerns. DOE needs to 
demonstrate that it considered apparent pathways or uses of resources that are unique to a minority or 
low-income community before determining whether, even in light of these special pathways or practices, 
there are disproportionately high and adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population. The 
DOE draft guidance also defines "minority population" as a populace where either (1) the minority 
population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (2) the minority population percentage of the 
affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage in the general population. 

For this Waste Management EIS, DOE applied the environmental justice guidance to determine whether 
there could be any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental impacts on 
minority or low-income populations surrounding the WVDP site as a result of the implementation of any 
of the alternatives analyzed. Analysis of environmental justice concerns was based on an assessment of 
the impacts reported in Sections 4.3 through 4.5. Although no high and adverse impacts were identified 
to any receptor from either the proposed onsite waste management actions or the offsite shipments of 
wastes, DOE considered whether minority or low-income populations would be disproportionately 
affected by the ongoing management of the WVDP site, particularly taking into account subsistence 
fishing on the part of some residents ofthe Cattaraugus Reservation ofthe Seneca Nation oflndians. 

Subsistence Consumption of Fish. Consumption of food and water is a major source of exposure to 
potentially hazardous substances for U.S. residents. These pathways are also expected to be the primary 
routes through which a resident ofthe Cattaraugus Reservation of the Seneca Nation could be exposed to 
releases from the WVDP site. Because a member of the Seneca Nation may consume more fish from 
local waters than other members of the population around the WVDP site, DOE performed an additional 
dose assessment for increase·d fish consumption. 

Specifically, DOE evaluated the potential human health impacts that could occur from the consumption 
by one individual of up to 62 kilograms ( 13 7 pounds) of game fish per year, compared to 21 kilograms 
( 46 pounds) of game fish assumed for the maximally exposed individual in the WVDP Annual Site 
Environmental Reports. The 62-kilogram consumption rate represents the 95th percentile fish 
consumption rate for Native Americans from the Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA 1997). 
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Over the period 1995 through 1999, the average radiation dose from fish consumption reported in the 
WVDP Annual Site Environmental Reports (WVNS 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000c) was 0.016 mrem per 
year, based on eating 21 kilograms ( 46 pounds) of fish per year. The radiation dose from eating 
62 kilograms (137 pounds) offish per year was 0.05 mrem per year. These radiation doses are less than 
0.1 percent of the DOE standard of 100 mrem per year from DOE Order 5400.5 and would result in less 
than 1 (3.0 x 10-8

) latent cancer fatality. Based on this analysis, DOE concludes that implementation of 
any of the alternatives would not result in disproportionately high and adverse impacts on the minority or 
low-income population in the region, even in light of possible increased exposure through subsistence 
fishing. Additional information concerning the assessment of human health impacts is provided in 
Appendix C. 

Transportation. The transportation of radioactive waste would use the nation's existing highways and 
railroads. As described in previous sections, the total impacts from transportation would be very low 
(less than 1 fatality over 10 years) and therefore would not present a large health or safety risk to the 
population as a whole, or to workers or individuals along transportation routes. Based on this analysis, 
DOE concludes that implementation of any of the alternatives would not result in disproportionately high 
and adverse impacts on the minority or low-income populations along transportation routes. 

Only a severe accident that resulted in a considerable release of radioactive material could cause high and 
adverse impacts in the affected populations. Because the risk of these accidents applies to the entire 
population along transportation routes, it would not apply disproportionately to any minority or 
low-income populations along the routes. 

Additional information concerning the assessment oftransportation impacts is provided in Appendix D. 

Offsite Activities. The potential that low-income or minority populations could experience 
disproportionately high and adverse environmental consequences at sites where waste management 
activities would occur was addressed in earlier NEPA documents (see Section 1.7.1). No such potential 
impacts were identified for any site. For LLW, mixed LL W, and HL W, the potential for adverse human 
health impacts as a result of waste management activities is low, and no disproportionately high and 
adverse health effects would be expected for any particular segment of the population, including low
income or minority populations. 

With respect to TRU waste, the WM PElS concluded that the potential for disproportionately high and 
adverse human health effects as a result of TRU waste treatment operations was low for all sites except 
lNEEL and WlPP (WM PElS, Section 8.1 0.1 ). At those sites, the maximally exposed individual member 
of the public would be located in a census tract that contained a low-income or minority population. 
WVDP TRU waste, however, would be stored on these sites on an interim basis and would not be treated. 
Therefore, DOE does not anticipate that the interim storage ofWVDP TRU waste at either of these sites 
would pose disproportionately high and adverse impacts on low-income or minority populations. 
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CHAPTERS 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This chapter addresses the potential for cumulative environmental impacts resulting from the 
implementation of Alternatives A orB and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in the region around the West Valley Demonstration Project site. 

Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing the procedural provisions ofNEPA require 
federal agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of a proposal ( 40 CFR 1508.25( c)). A cumulative 
impact on the environment is the impact that results from the incremental impact of an action when added 
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or 
non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7). This type of an assessment is 
important because significant cumulative impacts can result from several smaller actions that by 
themselves do not have significant impacts. 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center is located in a rural area with no other major industrial or 
commercial centers surrounding it. Land use within 8 kilometers (5 miles) of the site is predominantly 
agricultural (active and inactive) and forestry uses. The industries near the site are light industrial and 
commercial (either retail or service-oriented). A field review of an 8-kilometer (5-mile) radius did not 
indicate the presence of any industrial facilities that would present a hazard in terms of safe operation of 
the site or would have any potential to impact the environment around WVDP (see Section 3.5). Thus, 
there is no potential for cumulative impacts from other present or reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
other than from activities at the site. 

The WVDP site and the surrounding area in Cattaraugus County are in attainment with the National 
Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards and New York State air quality standards. 
WVDP's current emissions of criteria pollutants are well below the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation's annual emission. The estimate of future emissions of criteria pollutants 
under all alternatives demonstrates that the site will continue to operate within its permit limits, with 
emissions that, even when conservatively combine with Buffalo background levels, would all be below 
federal and New York State standards (see Section 3.3.2). 

Past fuel processing and radioactive waste disposal operations at the Center have resulted in airborne and 
liquid releases, some soil and groundwater contamination, limited sediment contamination in the creeks, 
and some detectible contamination off the site. The net impact from these past operations to the regional 
population near the Center has been estimated to be approximately 13 person-rem. During reprocessing 
operations, the estimated cumulative exposure to the workforce was about 4,200 person-rem (JAI 1980). 
As demonstrated in Section 4.0, the potential radiation dose to workers and the public, within 
80 kilometers (50 miles), from the implementation of the No Action Alternative, Alternatives A orB, 
would be far lower than that experienced in the past (2.5 person-rem), and the resulting cumulative impact 
would be very small (less than one projected latent cancer fatality). There are ongoing operations at the 
WVDP site. These activities are those included in the No Action Alternative and Alternatives A and B 
and involve active hazardous waste management, operational support, surveillance, and oversight and 
other routine operations. These activities result in exposure of workers and the public to very low doses of 
radiation above background levels each year (0.1 percent of natural background annual exposure for the 
maximally exposed member ofthe public). The dose from ongoing operations, when added to the 
expected dose from the implementation of Alternatives A orB, would remain very low. 
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All ongoing operations that would contribute to potential impacts have been incorporated into the impact 
analyses provided in this EIS that demonstrate very small impacts. There are no other ongoing or 
currently planned activities at the WVDP site that would contribute to site cumulative impacts. In the 
future, DOE or the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority may propose 
decommissioning and/or long-tenn stewardship activities that could impose environmental impacts at the 
site. However, at this time it is not known or reasonable to speculate what, if any, contributions future 
decontamination and/or long-term stewardship actions may make to cumulative impacts. 

It is reasonably foreseeable that waste generated as part of decommissioning and/or long-term 
stewardship activities would also be shipped offsite. Although the specific volume cannot be known at 
this time and would vary depending on the alternative selected, it is expected that the volume to be 
shipped offsite would be analyzed in the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

The shipment of radioactive wastes from the WVDP site to the disposal sites has the potential to affect 
people nationwide located along the highway and rail corridors between the site and the offsite disposal 
facilities. These potential impacts include the direct effect of radiation exposure to people using, 
working, and residing along the selected corridors and traffic accidents. Transportation workers and the 
general public using, working, and residing along the selected transportation corridors could also be 
affected by shipments of radioactive waste or materials from other sites. This situation would be 
particularly true for individuals residing along the major interstate highways used as access routes to the 
waste disposal sites. However, the potential cumulative impacts would be small, less than one projected 
latent cancer fatality in the affected population for the 10-year duration of the proposed actions (see 
Section 4.0). Further, there would be relatively few shipments of radioactive waste, (average of25 trucks 
and/or 8 railcars per year) from the WVDP site, in comparison to other radioactive waste and materials 
shipments and truck shipments. Additionally, the actions contemplated in this EIS are also addressed in 
other NEPA documents such as the WM PElS (DOE 1997a) and WIPP Supplemental EIS II 
(DOE 1997b) as listed in Section 1. 7. These documents include analyses of impacts associated with 
transportation of waste to the receiving sites identified in this EIS and potential cumulative impacts at 
those sites. 
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CHAPTER6 

UNA VOIDABLE IMP ACTS, SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY, AND IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE 

COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

In addition to a discussion of the environmental impacts of the proposed action and a discussion of 
alternatives, NEP A requires that an EIS contain information on any adverse environmental effects 
that could not be avoided if the proposed action were implemented, the relationship between local 
short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement oflong-term productivity, 
and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved in the 
proposed action should it be implemented (NEPA, Section 102(2)(C); 42 U.S.C. 4332(C)). This 
chapter provides this information for Alternatives A and B. 

6.1 UNA VOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Under Alternative A or B, there would be a very slight increase in radiation doses to the public and 
workers as a result of waste management activities, which could result in a very slight increase in excess 
cancer risk. The highest total risk of a latent cancer fatality for the maximally exposed member of the 
public would be very low at 3.1 x 10-7 (about 3 chances in 10 million) under all alternatives, including the 
No Action Alternative. Offsite transportation of waste under Alternatives A orB could result in slight 
worker and public radiation exposure and the potential for traffic accident fatalities. The total estimate of 
fatalities from waste shipments is less than one for all alternatives. 

6.2 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Implementation of Alternative A orB would not create a conflict between the local, short-term uses of the 
environment and long-term productivity. All activities would occur in existing or planned facilities or 
would use existing or planned infrastructure resources such as roads and railways. Environmental 
resources such as land use, plants and animals, and wetlands would not be affected by implementation of 
either of the action alternatives. 

6.3 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Utilization of utilities such as electricity, natural gas, and water would continue at the same rates as 
current operations under all alternatives. The only additional irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources that would occur if Alternative A or B were implemented is the use of fossil fuels in the 
shipment of waste off the si~e and the use of land for the disposal of radioactive wastes. Approximately 
2,550 truck or 84 7 rail shipments would be required to ship all LL W, mixed LL W, TRU waste and HL W 
off the site under Alternative A or B. Both rail and truck shipments would require the consumption of 
diesel fuel and other fossil fuels such as gasoline and lubricants. 

Implementation of Alternatives A or B would also involve the use of offsite land previously committed 
for radioactive waste disposal facilities. As described in Section 1. 7, the land use requirements for the 
offsite disposal ofLLW, mixed LLW, and TRU waste have been addressed in the WM PElS (DOE 
1997a) and the WIPP Supplemental EIS II (DOE 1997b ). Land use requirements for the offsite disposal 
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of HL W are addressed in the Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal 
a_[ Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 
(DOE 2002). 
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Lucinda Swartz served as technical reviewer for conformity to the National Environmental Policy Act, 
the Council on Environmental Quality, and U.S. Department of Energy regulations and guidance. 
Following the list ofpreparers is the "NEPA Disclosure Statement for Preparation of the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement." 
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Technical Experience: Twenty-nine years of experience on all aspects of 
environmental protection, including quantifYing the 
economic costs of pollution on affected media and 
related socioeconomic impacts 

EIS Responsibility: Updated socioeconomic and environmental justice 
sections 

Affiliation: 

Education: 

Battelle 
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Education: B.S., Industrial Engineering, Texas Tech University 
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management 
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Education: 
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B.B.A., Financial Management, University ofNew 
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Technical Experience: Six years of experience in NEPA document preparation 

EIS Responsibility: 
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Education: 
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of Administrative Record 

Cogema Engineering Corp. 

Design Technician, Phoenix Institute ofTechnology 

Technical Experience: Twenty-three years of experience in engineering and 
graphic design 

EIS Responsibility: Geographic analysis of population distribution 

7-2 



Christine Ross 

Steven Ross 

Lissa Staven 

Daniel Sullivan 

Final WVDP Waste Management EJS 

Affiliation: Battelle 

Education: A.A., Microcomputer Management, Specializing in 
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Technical Experience Seven years of experience in graphic and desktop 
publishing work 

EIS Responsibility: Prepared graphics and maps 

Affiliation: Battelle 

Education: M.S., Nuclear Engineering, University of New Mexico 

Technical Experience: Fifteen years of experience in safety analysis, risk 
assessment, transportation, regulatory analysis, and fire 
risk assessment 

EIS Responsibility: Transportation analysis 

Affiliation: Battelle 

Education: M.S., Health Physics, Colorado State University 

Technical Experience: Eleven years of experience in radiological and human 
health risk assessment 

EIS Responsibility: Human health analysis 

Affiliation: U.S. DOE West Valley 

Education: Electric Engineer, MBA, State University ofNew York, 
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Technical Experience Twenty years of experience in nuclear reactor plant 
testing, and nuclear waste management, most recently 
managing NEP A document preparation 

EIS Responsibility: NEP A Compliance Officer and Document Manager 
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Education: J.D. (Law), Washington College of Law, The American 
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EIS Responsibility: Technical reviewer of document for conformity to 
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Affiliation: Battelle 

Education: B.A., English, University of New Mexico 

Technical Experience: Seven years of experience in technical writing, editing, 
and document production 

EIS Responsibility: Lead technical editor 

Affi I iation: Battelle 

Education: B.A., Journalism, University ofNew Mexico 

Technical Experience: Fifteen years of experience in writing and editing 

EJS Responsibility: 

Affiliation: 

Education: 

Technical editing 

Battelle 

B.S., Geology and Mineralogy, The Ohio State 
University 

Technical Experience: Thirteen years of experience developing relational 
database management systems 

EJS Responsibility: Transportation analysis database 

7-4 



Final WVDP Waste Management EJS 

NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR PREPARATION OF THE 
WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT WASTE MANAGEMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021), require a 
contractor who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no financial or other 
interest in the outcome of the project. The term "financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" 
for purposes of this disclosure, is defined in the March 23, 1981, guidance "Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act Regulations," 46 FR 18026-18038 at Questions 
71a and b. 

"Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project" includes "any financial benefit such as a 
promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the contractor is 
aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm's other clients)" 46 FR 18026-
18038 at 18031. 

In accordance with these requirements, Battelle Memorial Institute hereby certifies as follows: check 
either (a) or (b). 

(a) X 

(b)_ 

Battelle Memorial Institute has no financial or other interest in the outcome of the 
referenced EIS projects. 

________________ has the following financial or other interest 
in the outcome of the referenced EIS projects hereby agree to divest themselves of such 
interest prior to the start of the work. 

Financial or Other Interest 

1. 
2. 
3. 
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CHAPTER9 

GLOSSARY 

Atmospheric conditions that are not exceeded 50 percent of the time 
and provide a realistic estimate of the likely atmospheric conditions 
that would exist during an accident. 

Atmospheric conditions that are not exceeded 95 percent of the time 
and provide an upper bound on the atmospheric conditions that would 
exist during an accident. 

The cleanliness of the air as measured by the levels of pollutants 
relative to standards or guideline levels established to protect human 
health and welfare. Air quality is often expressed in terms of the 
pollutant for which concentrations are the highest percentage of a 
standard (e.g., air quality may be unacceptable if the level of one 
pollutant is 150 percent of its standard, even if levels of other 
pollutants are well below their respective standards). 

The legally prescribed level of constituents in the outside air that 
cannot be exceeded during a specified time in a specified area. 

Radiation from ( 1) cosmic sources, (2) naturally occurring radioactive 
materials, including radon (except as a decay product of source or 
special nuclear material), and (3) global fallout as it exists in the 
environment (e.g., from the testing of nuclear explosive devices). 

The Western New York Nuclear Service Center; the site abbreviation 
as used in this EIS. 

The determination of waste composition and properties, whether by 
review of process knowledge, nondestructive examination or assay, or 
sampling and analysis, generally done for the purpose of determining 
appropriate storage, treatment, handling, transport, and disposal 
practices to meet regulatory requirements. 

Direct external dose from the passing cloud of dispersed radioactive 
material. 

The sum of the individual doses received in a given period of time by a 
specified population from exposure to a specified source of radiation. 
Collective dose is expressed in units of person-rem or person-sievert. 

The quantity of a substance in a unit quantity of a sample (for example, 
milligrams per liter or micrograms per kilogram). 
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Radioactive waste or waste packages whose external dose rate is low 
enough to permit handling by humans during normal waste 
management activities. Also defined as transuranic waste with a 
surface dose rate not greater than 200 millirem per hour. 

Unwanted chemical elements, compounds, or radioactive material on 
structures, areas, environmental media, objects, or personnel. 

An air pollutant that is regulated by National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). The Environmental Protection Agency must 
describe the characteristics and potential health and welfare effects that 
form the basis for setting, or revising, the standard for each regulated 
pollutant. Criteria pollutants currently are: sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead, and two size classes of 
particulate matter (less than 10 micrometers [0.0004 inch] in diameter 
and less than 2.5 micrometers [0.0001 inch] in diameter. New 
pollutants may be added to, or removed from, the list of criteria 
pollutants as more information becomes available. Note: Sometimes 
pollutants regulated by state laws are also called criteria pollutants. 

Impacts on the environment that result when the incremental impact of 
a proposed action is added to the impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes the other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

Removing facilities such as processing plants, waste tanks, and burial 
grounds from service and reducing or stabilizing radioactive 
contamination. Includes the following concepts: the decontamination, 
dismantling, and return of an area to its original condition without 
restrictions on use or occupancy; partial decontamination, isolation of 
remaining residues, and continued surveillance and restrictions on use 
or occupancy. 

The actions taken to reduce or remove substances that pose a 
substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the 
environment, such as radioactive contamination from fadlities, soil, or 
equipment by washing, chemical action, mechanical cleaning, or other 
techniques. 

Relating to the skin. 

Emplacement of waste so as to ensure isolation from the biosphere 
without maintenance and with no intent of retrieval, and requiring 
deliberate action to gain access after emplacement. 

A place for burying unwanted (that is, radioactive) materials in which 
the earth acts as a receptacle to prevent the dispersion of wastes in the 
environment and the escape of radiation. 
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A man-made structure in which waste is disposed. 

Requirements internal to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) that 
establish DOE policy and procedures, including those for compliance 
with applicable laws. 

A generic term meaning absorbed dose, dose equivalent, effective dose 
equivalent, committed dose equivalent, committed effective dose 
equivalent, or committed equivalent dose, as defined in the Glossary of 
Terms Used in DOE NEPA Documents (September 1998). 

Plants or animals that are in danger of extinction through all or a 
significant portion of their ranges and that have been listed as 
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National 
Marine Fisheries Service following procedures outlined in the 
Endangered Species Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 
424). Note: Some states also list species as endangered. Thus, in 
certain cases, a state definition would also be appropriate. 

The detailed written statement that is required by section 102(2)(C) of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for a proposed major 
federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment. A DOE EIS is prepared in accordance with applicable 
regulations in 40 CFR 1500-1508, and the Department of Energy 
NEP A regulations in 10 CFR Part 1021. 

The statement includes, among other information, discussions of the 
environmental impacts of the proposed action and all reasonable 
alternatives, adverse environmental effects that can not be avoided 
should the proposal be implemented, the relationship between 
short-term uses of the human environment and enhancement of 
long-term productivity, and any irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources. 

The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless 
of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the 
development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of 
people, including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups, should bear 
a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences 
resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the 
execution of federal, state, local, and Tribal programs and policies. 
Executive Order 12898 directs federal agencies to make achieving 
environmental justice part of their missions by identifying and 
addressing disproportionately high and adverse effects of agency 
programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations. 
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The condition of being subject to the effects or acquiring a dose of a 
potential stressor such as a hazardous chemical agent or ionizing 
radiation; also, the process by which an organism acquires a dose of a 
chemical such as mercury or a physical agent such as ionizing 
radiation. Exposure can be quantified as the amount of the agent 
available at various boundaries of the organism (e.g., skin, lungs, gut) 
and available for absorption. 

A public document issued by a federal agency briefly presenting the 
reasons why an action for which the agency has prepared an 
environmental assessment has no potential to have a significant effect 
on the human environment and, thus, will not require preparation of an 
environmental impact statement. [See environmental impact 
statement.] 

A system that is intended to be used for, or may be used for, the 
disposal of radioactive waste or spent nuclear fuel in excavated 
geologic media. A geologic repository includes (a) the geologic 
repository operations area, and (b) the portion of the geologic setting 
that provides isolation. A near-surface disposal area is not a geologic 
repository. 

Water below the ground surface in a zone of saturation. 

Subsurface water is all water that exists in the interstices of soil, rocks, 
and sediment below the land surface, including soil moisture, capillary 
fringe water, and groundwater. That part of subsurface water in 
interstices completely saturated with water is called groundwater. 

Direct external dose from radioactive material that has deposited on the 
ground after being dispersed from the accident site. 

A category of waste regulated under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA). To be considered hazardous, a waste must be a 
solid waste under RCRA and must exhibit at least one of four 
characteristics described in 40 CFR 261.20 through 40 CFR 261.24 
(i.e., ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity) or be specifically 
listed by the Environmental Protection Agency in 40 CFR 261.31 
through 40 CFR 261.33. 

Source, special nuclear, or by-product materials as defined by the 
Atomic Energy Act are not hazardous waste because they are not solid 
waste under RCRA. (See Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
and waste characterization.) 

An air filter capable of removing at least 99.97 percent of particles 
0.3 micrometers (about 0.00001 inch) in diameter. These filers include 
a pleated fibrous medium (typically fiberglass) capable of capturing 
very small particles. 

9-4 



high-level (radioactive) 
waste (HLW) 

involved worker 

lag storage 

latent cancer fatality (LCF) 

Low-income population 

low-level (radioactive) waste 
(LLW) 

maximally exposed 
individual (MEl) 

millirem 

mitigative measures 

Final WVDP Waste Management EIS 

Defined by statute (the Nuclear Waste Policy Act) to mean the highly 
radioactive waste material resulting from the reprocessing of spent 
nuclear fuel, including liquid waste produced directly in reprocessing 
and any solid material derived from such liquid waste that contains 
fission products nuclides in sufficient concentrations; and other highly 
radioactive material that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC), consistent with existing law, determines by rule requires 
permanent isolation. The NRC has not defined "sufficient 
concentrations" of fission products or identified "other highly 
radioactive material that requires permanent isolation." The NRC 
defines high-level radioactive waste (HL W) to mean irradiated (spent) 
reactor fuel, as well as liquid waste resulting from the operation of the 
first cycle solvent extraction system, the concentrated wastes from 
subsequent extraction cycles in a facility for reprocessing irradiated 
reactor fuel, and solids into which such liquid wastes have been 
converted. 

Worker who would participate in a proposed action. 

In the context of this EJS, temporary onsite storage of waste at WVDP 
facilities. 

Deaths from cancer resulting from, and occurring some time after, 
exposure to ionizing radiation or other carcinogens. 

Low-income populations, defined in terms of Bureau of the Census 
annual statistical poverty levels (Current Population Reports, Series 
P-60 on Income and Poverty), may consist of groups or individuals 
who live in geographic proximity to one another or who are 
geographically dispersed or transient (such as migrant workers or 
Native Americans), where either type of group experiences common 
conditions of environmental exposure or effect. (See environmental 
justice.) 

Radioactive waste that is not high-level waste, transuranic waste, spent 
nuclear fuel, or by-product tailings from processing of uranium or 
thorium ore. (See radioactive waste.) 

A hypothetical individual whose location and habits result in the 
highest total radiological or chemical exposure (and thus dose) from a 
particular source for all exposure routes (e.g., inhalation, ingestion, 
direct exposure). 

One-thousandth of a rem (Also see rem). 

Those actions that avoid impacts altogether, minimized impacts, rectify 
impacts, reduce or eliminate impacts, or compensate for the impact. 
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Waste that contains both hazardous waste, as defined under the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and source, special nuclear, 
or by-product material subject to the Atomic Energy Act. 

Standards defining the highest allowable levels of certain pollutants in 
the ambient air (i.e., the outdoor air to which the public has access). 
Because the Environmental Protection Agency must establish the 
criteria for setting these standards, the regulated pollutants are called 
criteria pollutants. Criteria pollutants include sulfur dioxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, lead, and two size classes of 
particulate matter, less than 10 micrometers (0.0004 inch) in diameter, 
and less than 2.5 micrometers (0.0001 inch) in diameter. Primary 
standards are established to protect public health; secondary standards 
are established to protect public welfare (e.g., visibility, crops, animals, 
buildings). (See criteria pollutant.) 

NEP A is the basic national charter for protection of the environment. 
It establishes policy, sets goals (in Section 101 ), and provides means 
(in Section 102) for carrying out the policy. Section 102(2) contains 
"action-enforcing" provisions to ensure that federal agencies follow the 
letter and spirit of the Act. For major federal actions significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment, Section 102(2)(C) of 
NEP A requires federal agencies to prepare a detailed statement that 
includes the environmental impacts of the proposed action and other 
specified information. 

Emissions standards set by the Environmental Protection Agency for 
air pollutants which are not covered by the Nation Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) and which may, at sufficiently high levels, cause 
increased fatalities, irreversible health effects, or incapacitating illness. 
These standards are given in 40 CFR Parts 61 and 63. NESHAPs are 
given for many specific categories of sources (e.g., equipment leaks, 
industrial process cooling towers, dry cleaning facilities, petroleum 
refineries). 

A worker who would be on the site of an action but would not 
participate in the action. (See involved worker.) 

Whole-body radiation dose received by workers participating in a 
given task. 

The unit of collective radiation dose applied to populations or groups 
of individuals (see collective dose); that is, a unit for expressing the 
dose when summed across all persons in a specified population or 
group. One person-rem equals 0.01 person-sieverts. 

The chance that an accident might occur during the conduct of an 
activity. 
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In general, waste that is managed for its radioactive content. Waste 
material that contains source, special nuclear, or by-product material is 
subject to regulation as radioactive waste under the Atomic Energy 
Act. Also, waste material that contains accelerator-produced 
radioactive material or a high concentration of naturally occurring 
radioactive material may be considered radioactive waste. 

An unstable isotope that undergoes spontaneous transformation, 
emitting radiation. 

A concise public document that records a federal agency's decision(s) 
concerning a proposed action for which the agency has prepared an 
environmental impact statement (EIS). The ROD is prepared in 
accordance with the requirements of the Council on Environmental 
Quality NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1505.2). A ROD identifies the 
alternatives considered in reaching the decision, the environmentally 
preferable altematives(s), factors balanced by the agency in making the 
decision, whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize 
environmental harm have been adopted, and if not, why they were not. 
[See environmental impact statement (EIS).] 

The fraction of the radioactivity that could be released to the 
atmosphere in a given accident. 

A unit of dose equivalent. The dose equivalent in rem equals the 
absorbed dose in rads in tissue multiplied by the appropriate quality 
factor and possibly other modifying factors. Derived from "roentgen 
equivalent man," referring to the dosage of ionizing radiation that will 
cause the same biological effect as one roentgen of X-ray or 
gamma-ray exposure. One rem equals 0.01 sievert. 

Packaged waste whose external surface dose rate exceeds 200 millirem 
per hour. 

A permanent deep geologic disposal facility for high-level or 
transuranic wastes and spent nuclear fuel. 

A law that gives the Environmental Protection Agency the authority to 
control hazardous waste from "cradle to grave" (i.e., from the point of 
generation to the point of ultimate disposal), including its 
minimization, generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and 
disposal. RCRA also sets forth a framework for the management of 
non-hazardous solid wastes. (See hazardous waste.) 

The probability of a detrimental effect from exposure to a hazard. Risk 
is often expressed quantitatively as the probability of an adverse event 
occurring multiplied by the consequence of that event (i.e., the product 
of these two factors). However, separate presentation of probability 
and consequence is often more informative. 
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A notation adopted by the scientific community to deal with very large 
and very small numbers by moving the decimal point to the right or left 
so that only one number above zero is to the left of the decimal point. 
Scientific notation uses a number times 10 and either a positive or 
negative exponent to show how many places to the left or right the 
decimal places has been moved. For example, in scientific notation, 
120,000 would be written as 1.2 x 105

, and 0.000012 would be written 
as 1.2 x 10·5. 

An early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be 
addressed in an environmental impact statement (EIS) and for 
identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. 

The scoping period begins after publication in the Federal Register of a 
Notice oflntent (NO I) to prepare an EIS. The public scoping process 
is that portion of the process where the public is invited to participate. 
DOE also conducts an early internal scoping process for environmental 
assessments or EISs. For EISs, this internal scoping process precedes 
the public scoping process. DOE's scoping procedures are found in 
10 CFR 1021.311. 

The amount of a specific pollutant (e.g., chemical, radonuclide) emitted 
or discharged to a particular environmental medium (e.g., air, water) 
from a source or group of sources. It is usually expressed as a rate (i.e., 
amount per unit time). 

The collection and containment of waste in a retrievable manner, 
requiring surveillance and institutional control, as not to constitute 
disposal. 

All bodies of water on the surface of the earth and open to the 
atmosphere, such as rivers, lakes, reservoirs, ponds, seas, and estuaries. 

The line joining the deepest points of a stream channel, often used as a 
synonym for valley profile. 

Any plants or animals that are likely to become endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of 
their ranges and which have been listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service 
following the procedures set out in the Endangered Species Act and its 
implementing regulations (50 CFR 424). (See endangered species.) 

Radioactive waste that is not classified as high-level radioactive waste 
and that contains more than 100 nanocuries (3700 becquerels) per gram 
of alpha-emitting transuranic isotopes with half-lives greater than 
20 years. 
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TRUPACT-II is the package designed to transport contact-handled 
transuranic waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant site. It is a 
cylinder with a flat bottom and a domed top that is transported in the 
upright position. The major components of the TRUPACT -II are an 
inner, sealed, stainless steel containment vessel within an outer, 
sealed, stainless steel containment vessel. Each containment vessel is 
nonvented and capable of withstanding 345 kilopascals (50 pounds per 
square inch) of pressure. The inner containment vessel cavity is 1.8 
meters (6 feet) in diameter and 2 meters (6.75 feet) tall, with a 
capability of transporting fourteen 0.21-cubic-meter (55-gallon) 
drums, two standard waste boxes, or one 10-drum overpack. 

The identification of waste composition and properties by reviewing 
process knowledge, nondestructive examination, nondestructive assay, 
or sampling and analysis. Characterization provides the basis for 
determining appropriate storage, treatment, handling, transportation, 
and disposal methods to meet regulatory requirements. 

Any worker whose day-to-day activities are controlled by process 
safety management programs and a common emergency response plan 
associated with a facility or facility area. This definition includes any 
individual within a facility/facility area who would participate or 
support activities required for implementation of the alternatives. 
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APPENDIX A 

SPECIFIC LEGAL REQUIREMENTS THAT APPLY TO WEST VALLEY 
WASTE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 

This appendix includes copies of the original West Valley Demonstration Project Act and the original 
Stipulation of Compromise settlement, as filed with the U.S. District Court for the Western District of 
New York. 
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WEST VALLEY PROJECT DEMONSTRATION ACT 

PUBLIC LA \V 96-368 [S. 2443J; October 1, 1980 

WEST VALLEY DEMONSTIV\TION PROJECT ACT 

Fur Lef?;islative History of this and other Laws, see Table I. Public 
'iaws and Legi.~<fatil'e fiistmy at end ofjlnal volume 

An Act to authorize the Department of Energy to carry out a high·ievel liquid 
nuclear waste management demonstration project at the Western Nev.· 
York Service Center In West VaHey, New Yorl( 

Be it enacted bv the Senate and House of Representatives qf the 
United States qj'America in Congn.:ss assembled, 

SECTION I. This Act may be cited as the "West Valley Demonstra· 
tion Project Act''. 

SEC. 2. (a) The Secretary shall carry out, in accordance with this 
Act, a high level radioactive waste management demonstration 
project at the Western "Jevl York Service Center in West Valley, New 
York. for the purpose of demonstrating sulidification tcdmi<tues 
which can be used t(lr prcp;1ring high !eve! radioactive waste fot 
disposaL Under the project the Secretary shall carry out the follow
ing activities: 

(1) The Secretary shall solidify, in a ti.1rm suitable for transpor
tation and disposal, the high level radioactive waste at the 
Center by vitrification or by such other technology which the 
Secretary determines to be the most eflective for solidification. 

(2) The Secretary shall develop containers suitable fi1r the 
permanent disposal of the high level radioactive waste solidified 
at the Center. 

(3) The Secretary shall,, as soon as feasible, transport, in 
accordm1ce with applicable provisions of law, the waste solidifit.'li 
at the Center to an appropriate Federal repository for permanent disposal. 

(4)The Secretary shall, in accordance with applicable licensing 
requirements, dispose of low level radioactive waste and transu
ranic waste produced by the solidification of the high level 
radioactive waste under the project. 

(5) The Secretary shall de;:;oontaminate and decommission ...... 
(A) the tanks and other facilities of the Center in which 

the high level radioactive waste solidified under the project 
was stored, 

(B) the facilities used in the solidification of the waste, and 
(C) any material and hardware used in co11nection with 

the project, 
in accordance with such requirements as the Commission may prescribe. 

{b) Before undertaking the proJect and during the ti.scal year ending 
September 30, 1981, the Secretary shall carry out the tollowing: 

(1) The Secretary shall hold in the vicinity of the Center public hearings 
to inform the residents of the anm in which the Center 
is located of the activities proposed to be undertaken under the 
project and to receive their comments on the project. 

(2} The Secretary shall consider the various technologies avail
able for the solidification and handling of high level radioactive 
waste taking into account the unique characteristics of such 
waste at the Center. 

94 STAT. 1347 
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(3) The Secretary shall· 
(A) undertake detailed engineering and cost estimates for 

the project, 
(B) prepare a plan for the safe removal of the high level 

radioactive waste at the Center for the purposes of solidifica
tion and include in the plan provisions respecting the safe 
breaching of the tanks in which the waste is stored, operat
ing equipment to accomplish the removal, and sluicing 
techniques, 

(C) conduct appropriate safety analyses of the project, and 
(D) prepare required environmental impact analyses of 

the project. 
(4) The Secretary shall enter into a cooperative agreement 

with the State in accordance with the Federal Grant and Cooper
ative Agreement Act of 1977 under which the State will carry out 
the following: 

(A) The State will make available to the Secretary the 
facilities of the Center and the high level radioactive waste 
at the Center which are necessary for the completion of the 
project. The facilities and the waste shall be made available 
without the transfer of title and for such period as may be 
required for completion ofthe project. 

(B) The Secretary shall provide technical assistance in 
securing required license amendments. 

(C) The State shall pay 10 per centum of the costs of the 
project, as determined by the Secretary. In determining the 
costs (lf the project, the Secretary shall consider the value of 
the use of the Center for the project. The State may not use 
Federal funds to pay its share of the cost of the project, but 
may use the perpetual care fund to pay such share. 

(D) Submission jointly by the Department of Energy and 
the State of New York of an application for a licensing 
amendment as soon as possible with the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission providing for the demonstration. 

(c) Within one year from the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall enter into an agreement with the Commission to 
establish arrangements for review and consultation by the Commis
sion with respect to the project: Provided, That review and consul
tation by the Commission pursuant to this subsection shall be 
conducted informally by the Commission and shall not include nor 
require fonnal procedures or actions by the Commission pursuant to 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganiza
tion Act of 1974, as amended, or any other law. The agreement shall 
provide for the following: 

(I) The Secretary shall submit to the Commission, for its 
review and comment, a plan for the solidification of the high 
level radioactive waste at the Center, the removal of the waste 
for purposes of its solidification, the preparation of the waste for 
disposal, and the decontamination of the facilities to be used in 
solidifying the waste. In preparing its comments on the plan, the 
Commission shall specifY with precision its objections to any 
provision of the plan. Upon submission of a plan to the Commis
sion, the Secretary shall publish a notice in the federal Register 
of the submission of the plan and of its availability for public 
inspection, and, upon receipt of the comments of the Commission 
respecting a plan, the Secretary shall publish a notice in the 
Federal Register of the receipt of the comments and of the availability 
of the comments for public inspection. If the Secre-

94 STAT. 1348 
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tary does not revise the plan to meet objections specified in the 
comments of the Commission, the Secretary shall publish in the 
Federal Register a detailed statement for not so revising the plan. 

(2) The Secretary shall consult with the Commission with 
respect to the form in which the high level radioactive waste at 
the Center shall be solidified and the containers to be used in the 
pem1anent disposal of such waste. 

(3) The Secretary shall submit to the Commission safety 
analysis reports and such other information as the Commission 
may require to identify any danger to the public health and 
safety which may be presented by the project. 

{4) The Secretary shall afford the Commission access to the 
Center to enable the Commission to monitor the activities under 
the project for the purpose of assuring the public health and 
saft:ty. 

(d) In carrying out the project, the Secretary shall consult with the 
Administrator of the Environmental I'rotet:tion Agency, the Secre
tary of Transportation, the Director of tbe Geological Survey, and the 
commercial operator of the Center. 

SBC. 3. (a) There are authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary 
for the project not more than $5,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, l98L 

(b) The total an10unt obligated for the project by the Secretary shall 
be 90 per centum of the costs of the project. 

(c) The authority of the Secretary to enter into contracts under this 
Act shall be effective for any fiscal year only to such extent or in such 
amounts as are provided in advance by appropriation Acts. 

SEC. 4. Not later than February l, 1981, and on february l of each 
calendar year thereafter during the tem1 of the project, the Secretary 
shall transmit to the Speaker of the House of Representatives and the 
Pre.sident pro tempore of the Senate an up~to-date report containing a 
detailed description of the activities of the Secretary in carrying out 
the project, including agreements t.'tltered into and the costs incurred 
during the period reported on and the activities to be undertaken in tile 
next fiscal year and the estimated costs thereof. 

Sec. 5. ·(a) Other than the costs and responsibilities established by 
this Act for the project, nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
affecting any rights, obligations, or liabilities of the commercial 
operator of the Center, the State, or any person, as is appropriate, 
arising under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 or under any other law, 
contract. or agreement for the operation, maintenance, or decontami· 
nation of any facility or property at the Center or for any wastes at 
the Center. Nothing in this Act shall he construed as affecting any 
applicable licensing requirement of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 or 
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974. This Act shall not apply or be 
extended any facility or property at the Center which is not used in 
conducting the project. This Act may not be construed to expand or 
diminish the rights of the Federal Government. 

(b) This Act does not authorize the Federal Government to acquire 
title to any high level radioactive waste at the Center or to the Center 
or any portion thereof. 

SEC. 6. F"or purposes of this Act 
(1) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary of Energy. 
(2) The term "Commission" means the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission. 
(3) The term ~state" means the State ofNew York. 
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(4) The term "high level radioactive waste" means the high 
level radioactive waste which was produced by the reprocessing 
at the Center of spent nuclear fuet Such term includes both 
liquid wastes which are produced directly in reprocessing, dry 
solid material derived from such liquid waste, and such other 
material as the Commission designates as high level radioactive 
waste tor purposes of protecting the public health and safety. 

(5) The term "transuranic waste" means material contami* 
nated with elements which have an atomic number greater than 
92, including neptunium, plutonium, americium, and curium, 
and which are in concentrations greater than 10 nanocuries per 
gram, or in such other concentrations as the Commission may 
prescribe to protect the public health and safety. 

{6) The term "low level radioactive waste" m.ean.s radioactive 
waste not classified as high level radioactive waste, transura:nic 
waste, or byproduct material as defined in section t 1 e. (2) of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954. 

(7) The term "project" means the project prescribed by section 
2(a). 

(8) The term "Center" means the Western New York Service 
Center in West Valley. New York. 

Approved October I, 1980. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

COALITION ON WEST VALLEY 
NUCLEAR WASTES & RADIOACTIVE: 
WASTE CAMPAIGN, 

Plaintiffs, 

-V-

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, 
UNITED STATES OF' AMERICA, 

Defendant 

CIVIL NO. 86-1052-C 

STIPULATION OF COMPROMISE 
SETTLEMENT 

WHEREAS plaintiffs have filed this action challenging certain 

proposed actions of the United States Department of Energy 

relating to the disposal of low-level radioactive wastes generated 

from the solidification of high-level radioactive waste, and 

WHEREAS plaintiffs and the defendant have met during the 

course of this litigation in an attempt to resolve through 

compromise the issues raised in the litigation, and 

WHEREAS plaintiffs maintain that the defendants "Finding of 

No Significant Impact" dated August 6, 1986, which supported 

approval of disposal of certain radioactive wastes in two 

facilities situated at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center 

in West Valley, New York, should be annulled as contrary to the 

National Environmental Policy Act in that an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) should have been prepared beforehand, and that 
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certain radioactive wastes which the defendant intends to dispose 

of are not "low-level wastes" but are instead "transuranic 

wastes" and that an EIS should be prepared by a date certain and 

that judicial review is necessary for other reasons as well, and 

WHEREAS the defendant maintains that the Environmental 

Assessment undertaken which ultimately resulted in a Finding Of No 

Significant Impact proceeded in a manner within all statutory 

niandates of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 

guidelines promulgated thereunder, including those promulgated by 

the Council on Environmental Quality, 

WHEREAS the defendant during discussions with plaintiffs, has 

made representations to the plaintiffs based on preliminary 

evaluations done by the defendant in good faith, which the 

plaintiffs utilized in arriving at this settlement. Those 

representations are as follows: 

a. should the Class B/C wastes have to be moved 
from the existing emplacement as a result of the 
Environmental Impact Statement, it is estimated that 
there would be minimal occupational radiation doses 
associated with such potential future movement of 
the stored Class B/C wastes which would be further 
evaluated during the Environmental Impact Statement 
process; and 

b. the defendant estimates that the costs of 
construction at the tumulus location for emplacement 
purposes is approximately $2,000,000 and the costs of 
converting the storage facility into a tumulus as 
approved by defendant is approximately $18,000,000. 
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WHEREAS, each of the parties is desirous of resolving this 

lawsuit so that one of the foremost objectives of the West Valley 

Demonstration Project Act can be met, that is, the immobilization 

of the liquid high-level radioactive waste located at the Western 

New York Nuclear Service Center (hereinafter referred to as 

"Center"), and 

WHEREAS, the parties desire to avoid extended litigation and 

concomitant delay to the West Valley Demonstration Project and the 

parties further desire to advance the best interests of the public 

health and safety in light of the high-level nuclear wastes 

located at the Center, now 

IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED AND AGREED by and between the 

the plaintiffs, Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes & Radioactive 

Waste Campaign, and the defendant, United States of America and 

the United States Department of Energy, by and through their 

respective attorneys as follows: 

1. As used herein, the term "defendant" shall mean the 

United States of America and the United States Department of 

Energy and the term "plaintiffs" shall mean the Coalition on 

West Valley Nuclear Wastes and the Radioactive Waste Campaign. 

2. The parties acknowledge that this agreement shall not 

constitute an admission of liability or fault on the part of the 

plaintiffs or the defendant or on the part of their agents, 
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contractors or employees: this agreement is being entered into so 

that the best interests of the public and their health and safety 

can be served by the expeditious solidification of the high-level 

radioactive wastes located at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center 

and by the transport of said waste' to an appropriate 

federal repository for permanent disposal-in accordance with 

provisions of he West Valley Demonstration Project Act, Public 

Law 96-368. The procedures and actions set forth in the 

provisions of this agreement shall in force and in effect 

supersede the "Finding ofNo Significant Impact [FONSI] for 

Disposal of Project Low Level Wastes", dated August 6, 1986. 

3. The Department of Energy had planned to prepare an 

Environmental Impact Statement concerning closure for the 

post-solidification phase of the project. The defendant hereby 

agrees that the scope of that Environmental Impact Statement shall 

include the following: 

a. Disposal of those Class A wastes generated as a result of 

the activities of the Department of Energy at the West Valley 

Demonstration Project as mandated by the United States Congress 

under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. However, in lieu 

of undertaking such an EIS, the defendant reserves the right to: 

1. dispose of the Class A wastes in accordance with 
applicable law at a site other than the Center; or 

n. evaluate disposal of those Class A wastes in a separate 
EIS; or 

A-9 



Final WVDP Waste Management EIS 

- 5 -

iii. seek and obtain Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 

review and approval of any proposed disposal methodology 

for such Class A wastes at the Center. 

b. The disposal of those Class B/C wastes generated as a 

result of the activities of the Department of Energy at the West 

Valley Demonstration Project as mandated by the United States 

Congress under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. 

4. The parties hereby agree that the closure Environmental 

Impact Statement process -- including the scoping process -- shall 

begin no later than 1988 and that this process shall continue 

without undue delay and in an orderly fashion consistent with 

applicable law, the objectives of the West Valley Demonstration 

Project, available resources and mindful of the procedural 

processes (including public input) needed to complete the 

aforesaid Environmental Impact Statement. The defendant agrees to 

provide a six (6) month public comment period for the draft EIS. 

5. Pending such Environmental Impact Statement, the 

plaintiffs withdraw and waive any objection or claim concerning 

immobilization of the Class B/C wastes in a cement form consistent 

with the applicable Nuclear Regulatory Commission "Technical 

Position on Waste Form, May 1983, Rev. 0". 
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6. The plaintiffs withdraw and waive any objection or claim 

concerning the placement of the solidified Class B/C wastes in the 

"R TS Drum Cell" already under construction at the West Valley 

Demonstration Project pending a determination of the disposal of 

these solidified Class B/C wastes as a result of the Environmental 

Impact Statement. The Class A and Class B/C wastes shall be 

retrievably and temporarily stored pending the EIS or in the case 

of Class A wastes until fulfillment of the alternative disposal 

provisions under paragraph 3(a), supra. 

7. The parties agree that for consideration of any on-site 

disposal, the defendant in the EIS shall evaluate erosion impacts 

and erosion control impacts and the need for erosion control 

measures. 

8. While this agreement will not in and of itself subject 

the Department of Energy to formal NRC procedures, nor to actions 

required by law for licensed activities, it is hereby agreed that 

every good-faith effort shall be made to evaluate the site and the 

design(s) relative to the provisions of 10 C.F.R. S61.50 and 

s61.51. Similarly, if the Class B/C waste form does not satisfy 

or meet otherwise applicable NRC regulations and guidelines at the 

time of the draft Environmental Impact Statement, the defendant 

agrees that the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement shall 
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evaluate reasonable additional site suitability and disposal 

facility design safeguards to provide reasonable assurance that 

exposures to humans are within regulatory limits and guidelines 

established by the NRC. 

9. The defendant agrees to hold and undertake meetings on a 

quarterly basis at a location at or near the West Valley 

Demonstration Project site to which members of the local 

geographical, educational, scientific and political communities -

including plaintiffs -- shall be invited, so that the defendant 

can advise such participants of the status of the Environmental 

Impact Statement process including current results and in order to 

receive public comment. The meetings shall commence during or 

prior to the EIS scoping process. 

10. The defendant agrees to make available to the plaintiffs 

at the West Valley Demonstration Project Public Reading Room for 

public inspection upon reasonable notice, at reasonable hours and 

without a search charge, those documents requested with reasonable 

specificity which are reasonably related to the preparation of the 

EIS for the West Valley Demonstration Project including background 

information which would be available under a Freedom of 

Information Act request _to the Department of Energy in accordance 

with the provisions of that Act. Should any person wish to have 
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copies, they may have such at nominal charges provided for under 

the Freedom of Information Act. 

11. The defendant agrees to expeditiously seek and abide by 

a detennination or prescription provided for under the West Valley 

Demonstration Project Act from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

(NRC) as to whether waste material (other than high-level waste) 

intended for disposal by the Department of Energy in conjunction 

with the West Valley Demonstration Project which waste material 

contains elements having an atomic number greater than 92 in 

concentrations greater than ten ( 1 0) nanocuries per gram but less 

than or equal to 100 nanocuries per gram, are transuranic wastes 

or low level wastes within the meaning of the West Valley 

Demonstration Project Act, Public Law 96-368 for disposal at the 

Center. For disposal at locations other than the Center, such 

disposal will be in accordance with applicable law. This 

determination or prescription shall be binding upon all parties 

except that plaintiffs reserve their right to seek judicial review 

of such determination or prescription of the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission to the extent that such determination or prescription 

is arbitrary and capricious, an abuse of discretion or otherwise 

reviewable as not in accordance with the law. 

12. The parties agree that this agreement shall fully and 

finally settle all the claims set forth in the Complaint and shall 
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be binding upon the plaintiffs for themselves, their successors or 

assigns and shall release the defendant of liability for all those 

claims set forth in the Complaint. However, such release is 

conditioned upon compliance with the terms of this agreement. 

Additionally, it is expressly acknowledged that this agreement is 

designed to ensure that an EIS process is undertaken in accordance 

with the terms of this agreement and consistent with applicable 

law. However, the plaintiffs reserve all their rights to 

challenge the contents of any EIS under applicable law once the 

EIS process is completed. 

CAROL MONGERSON 
Vice Chairperson, On Behalf of 
the Radioactive waste campaign 
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APPENDIXB 

RESPONSES TO SCOPING COMMENTS 

B.l INTRODUCTION 

In March 2001, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) issued a strategy for completing the 1996 West 
Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) Completion and Closure Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) (DOE 1996) and a Notice oflntent (NOI) to prepare a Decontamination and Waste Management 
EIS (66 Fed. Reg. 16447 (2001)). The Decontamination and Waste Management EIS was originally 
intended to be a revision of the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS (see Section 1.2 for details). In 
the NOI, DOE published for comment its position that its decisionmaking process would be facilitated by 
preparing and issuing for public comment a Revised Draft EIS that focused on DOE's actions to 
decontaminate the project facilities and manage WVDP wastes controlled by DOE under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. In the NOI, DOE also announced that it would conduct a public scoping 
meeting on April 10, 2001. 

DOE received nine written and oral comments regarding the proposed scope of the Decontamination and 
Waste Management EIS from individuals, organizations, and government agencies. These comments 
were provided in letters and electronic mail messages and at the public scoping meeting. The 
commenters were: 

• George J. Wilberg 
• James L. Pickering 
• Carol Mongerson 
• State ofNew York Office ofthe Attorney General 
• Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 
• Concerned Citizens of Cattaraugus County, Inc. 
• West Valley Citizens Task Force 
• Nuclear Information and Resource Service, and Public Citizen/Critical Mass Energy and 

Environment Program (joint submittal) 
• League ofWomen Voters ofBuffalo/Niagara 

B.2 SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

The commenters expressed concern regarding or opposition to DOE's rescoping of the Environmental 
Impact Statement.for Completion of the West Valley Demonstration Project and Closure or Long-Term 
Management of Facilities at the Western New York Nuclear Service Center (1996 Completion and 
Closure Draft EIS). Taken together, the comments suggest that preparing one EIS for near-term 
decontamination and waste management activities and another EIS to support long-term 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the site violates the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and the Stipulation of Compromise (Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes & Radioactive 
Waste Campaign, Civil Action No. 86-1052-C, entered into on May 27, 1987). 

B.3 DOE RESPONSE 

As stated in the NOI to rescope the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS, this EIS was originally 
focused on DOE actions to decontaminate West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP or the Project) 
facilities and manage WVDP wastes that are controlled by DOE under the West Valley Demonstration 
Project Act. DOE has modified the scope of this EIS as a result of public comments received during 
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scoping and has decided to eliminate the consideration of decontamination activities at the WVDP in the 
scope of this EIS. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation 
activities, and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NOI. The need for and 
potential environmental impacts of future decontamination activities will be addressed in the continuation 
of the 1996 Completion and Closure EIS, now referred to as the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS. An Advance NOI for this EIS was issued on November 6, 2001 (66 Fed. Reg. 56090 
(2001)). 

The proposed waste management activities addressed in this EIS would need to be taken by DOE 
regardless of the decisions regarding the long-term management of the Western New York Nuclear 
Service Center (the Center) that would be made at a later date. DOE's proposed waste management 
activities are independent of eventual site decommissioning and closure decisions. 

DOE believes that the proposed waste management activities are not "connected" to future 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions for WVDP or the Center, as that term is defined 
in the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (see 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 1508.25(a)). The proposed activities would not automatically trigger other actions 
that would require the preparation of an EIS, can proceed independently of other actions at the site, and 
are not dependent upon future decisions regarding long-term plans for the site. Moreover, undertaking 
these activities in the near term would not limit or prejudge the range of alternatives or the decisions that 
would be made for eventual decommissioning ofWVDP facilities and/or long-term stewardship of the 
Center. Finally, DOE believes that preparing an EIS for waste management activities would allow the 
Department to make progress in removing wastes from the site, rather than waiting until site 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions are made some time in the future. 

The specific issues that were raised by the commenters and DOE's responses are provided below. 

GEORGE J. WILBERG 

Wilberg Comment 1. After reading the recent article about the continuing radioactive cleanup at the 
West Valley Nuclear Facilities I can only think that this cleanup has taken what seems to me "forever." 
In weighing the alternatives of a one part or two part plan I can only wonder how much longer the two 
part plan will take? Although I do not have the exact details of each plan it would appear to the 
uninformed reader that the two part plan obviously would take longer. Therefore, as a local resident and 
taxpayer I opt for the one part plan to achieve closure of this facility. 

DOE Response: DOE believes that rescoping the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS into a Waste 
Management EIS and continuing the evaluations begun in the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS in 
a future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS will allow the Department to begin site 
cleanup at an earlier time, rather than waiting until all future site closure decisions have been made. This 
approach will allow DOE to make decisions regarding transportation of waste for offsite disposal and to 
implement those decisions while undertaking the process of making long-term closure or stewardship 
decisions with the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) and 
federal and state regulators. 

Wilberg Comment 2. The four day trip [in reference to spent fuel shipments to Idaho] seems to be the 
safest and most secure by using our railways. Truck transportation has too many variables and 
possibilities of failure- that is unacceptable. The half life ofU-235 and 238 is high was well as 
strontium. Many thousands ~[years will pass brfore that radioactivity can decrease to an acceptable 
level (most sources says 10,000 years!). The best place for storage is in a relative~v uninhabited area 
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with low earthquake activity. An area that can be relatively easily protectedfrom terrorism is also a 
needed requirement- Idaho would seem idea/for such a venture. 

DOE Response: The Waste Management EIS analyzes the transportation oflow-level radioactive waste 
(LL W), mixed LL W, transuranic (TRU) waste, and high-level radioactive waste (HL W) by both rail and 
truck to appropriate storage or disposal facilities. The storage and disposal sites being considered are 
Envirocare in Utah (disposal ofLLW and mixed LLW), the Nevada Test Site in Nevada (disposal of 
LLW), the Hanford Site in Washington (disposal ofLLW and storage ofHLW and TRU waste), the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico (storage and disposal ofTRU waste), the Savannah River Site 
in South Carolina (storage ofTRU and HLW), Oak Ridge National Laboratory in Tennessee (storage of 
TRU waste), Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory (storage ofTRU waste), and the 
proposed Yucca Mountain High-Level Waste Repository (disposal ofHLW). All of these sites have 
waste management facilities that are safe and secure and that provide the appropriate isolation from the 
human environment for each type ofWVDP waste. 

JAJIESL.PJCKERING 

Pickering Comment 1 (summarized from comment letter). The West Valley Demonstration Project Act 
(Public Law No. 96-368) provides for the removal, preparationfor disposal, solidffication, and 
decontamination of facilities at the West Valley Demonstration Project site. The Stipulation of 
Compromise in Civil Action No. 86-1052-C (U.S. District Court, Western District of New York) callsfor 
one EIS process and one environmental impact statement. Both the Stipulation and the one process/one 
EIS under Public Law No. 96-368 are binding upon the Department of Energy. The Notice ofintent to 
rescope the 1966 Draft Completion and Closure EIS is void and unlawful and unconstitutional. 

DOE Response: In DOE's view, neither the West Valley Demonstration Project Act nor the Stipulation 
of Compromise requires the preparation of only one EIS. DOE has met or will meet all of the 
commitments included in the Stipulation of Compromise by completing both the Waste Management EIS 
and the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. DOE has met or will meet all of 
the vitrification, waste management, and closure requirements set forth in the West Valley Demonstration 
Project Act. The Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS will evaluate alternatives for 
completing DOE's obligations under the Act. 

Pickering Comment 2 (from public meeting). Our scientists have identified certain black holes in outer 
space. They have computed that it takes millions and billions of light years before the rays got here to 
identifY those black holes. What those black holes are is a space where all of the rest of its environment 
is zero. We have developed the technology to get vehicles in outer space. I see no reason why we should 
not take a test and ship something even if it was not radioactive and see if it would head towards that 
black hole once we got beyond the gravitational pull C?f the earth and have a vehicle headed into a black 
hole, then we give nature the whole of creation back her radioactive waste. 

DOE Response: DOE has studied the environmental impacts that could occur if DOE developed and 
implemented various technologies for the management and disposal of radioactive waste. It examined 
several alternatives, including mined geologic disposal, very deep hole disposal, disposal in a mined 
cavity that resulted from rock melting, island-based geologic disposal, subseabed disposal, ice sheet 
disposal, well injection disposal, transmutation, and space disposal in a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement on Management of Commercially Generated Radioactive Waste (DOE/EIS-0046F). Space 
disposal in particular was thought to pose unacceptable health and safety risks. The Record of Decision 
for that EIS announced the DOE decision to pursue the mined geologic disposal alternative for disposition 
of radioactive waste ( 46 Federal Register [FR] 26677 ( 1981) ). 

B-3 



Final WVDP Waste Management EIS 

CAROL MONGERSON COMMENTS (FROM PUBLIC MEETING) 

Mongerson Comment I. If this hearing were legal, which I am not conceding by making these remarks, I 
would want to say some of the following. I do not reanv have comments to make on thefirst EIS 
proposal. What you are planning to cover sounds reasonable to me. You've done a pretty good job our 
here so far and I trust you to do the decontamination work pretty well. 

DOE Response: The NOI to revise the strategy for completing the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft 
EIS, published in the Federal Register on March 26, 2001 (66 FR 16447) gave appropriate notice of the 
public meeting held on AprillO, 2001. Notice of the meeting was also provided in local media. For this 
reason, DOE believes that the public meeting held to discuss the revised strategy and the scope of the 
Waste Management EIS was in compliance with all applicable laws. 

DOE and the WVDP appreciate the confidence in our ability to safely and effectively decontaminate the 
Project facilities. 

Mongerson Comment 2. So my concerns are about the second one ... It appears to me that some 
decisions- that the two EISs are not really inseparable because some decisions have already been made 
about which waste to ship. Until this time only Class A waste has been agreed that we would ship 
Class A waste offtite. Now we are talking about doing higher classes a,[ waste and the transuranic waste. 
So that decision has already been made and it makes those EISs inseparable and we will already be 
committed to that. 

DOE Response: As a result of the Final Waste Management Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Managing, Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste 
(WM PElS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997), DOE made programmatic decisions regarding the 
management (treatment, storage, or disposal) ofLL W, mixed LLW, TRU waste, HLW, and non
wastewater hazardous waste. The proposed actions and alternatives assessed in this EIS are consistent 
with the terms of the Stipulation of Compromise reached with the Coalition on West Valley Nuclear 
Wastes and Radioactive Waste Campaign. Implementation of theses actions would allow DOE to make 
progress in meeting its obligations under the Act that pertain to waste management (see Appendix A), 
and they are consistent with programmatic decisions DOE has made (see Sections 1.6.1.2 and 1.6.1.4) 
regarding the waste types addressed in this EIS. Those decisions and their respective EISs, as they apply 
to the WVDP, provide for shipping wastes from the West Valley site to other regional or centralized DOE 
sites for treatment, storage, and disposal, as appropriate. In particular, DOE is considering a variety of 
options in this EIS for offsite transportation and disposal of LL W and mixed LL W and offsite storage or 
disposal ofTRU waste and HLW. 

Pursuant to the Stipulation of Compromise, DOE is permitted to ship Class A LL W and some mixed 
LL W. DOE will defer shipment of other types of waste until completion of the Waste Management EIS 
and the issuance of a Record ofDecision (ROD). The shipment ofwastes offsite for disposal or storage is 
an activity that will have to occur regardless of the ultimate decision that is made regarding the 
disposition of the WVDP and the Center. 

Mongerson Comment 3. The.first thing I want to say about the second EIS is ... the idea o.f doing a draft 
environmental impact statement without knowing what NRC criteria you are going to have to meet has 
always struck me as being insane and it still has. We must waitfor that NRC criteria before we write 
these drafts. 
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DOE Response: This comment refers to criteria that the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
has prescribed for the cleanup of the WVDP site. DOE will address these criteria in the future 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

Mongerson Comment 4. The second thing that disturbs me is what appears to me to be an appearance of 
a new term. That term in the title -long term management of'thefacilities. That may mean nothing but is 
sounds ominous to me and it disturbs me because to me what we were promised was not long-term 
management. What we were promised was closure and decommission. Long-term management to me 
implies indefinite institutional control and indefinite institutional control is something that is not realistic. 
I don't believe that we can count on it. !just don't think it is going to happen. 

DOE Response: Long-term stewardship (or management) does include provisions for institutional 
control such as continuous monitoring and maintenance of protective barriers to protect the public. 

Long-term stewardship was an option in the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS under 
Alternatives III and IV, although the term "long-term stewardship" was not used in that document. 
Long-term stewardship (long-term monitoring and maintenance) is a reasonable alternative for site 
closure, and it will be analyzed in the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS along 
with other alternatives. An Advance NOI was issued on November 6, 2001 (66 FR 56090) formalizing 
DOE's commitment to begin work on the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

Mongerson Comment 5. Any waste which we ship away from here has to go some place else and that 
some place else is not going to want it either. This is a fundamental problem that we are simply going to 
have to deal with. Our society is going to have to deal with this problem and the irony is that we keep on 
making more waste. All the time we are trying to deal with this problem but nobody wants it. We must 
stop making more nuclear waste. Yes, we have to deal with what is at West Valley already. We must stop 
making more. Now, you will sey that's neither here nor there with this EIS and in a sense that is true, but 
the problem is not inseparable. You cannot make the one decision without making the other as a society. 

DOE Response: As the commenter recognizes, whether the nation continues to produce nuclear waste is 
a decision to be made by the American people and Congress, not by DOE. As a federal agency, DOE is 
required to follow the dictates of Congress, which has enacted laws directing DOE to engage in activities 
(such as research and development and national security) that generate nuclear waste. Because a decision 
to discontinue the production of nuclear waste is not within DOE's purview, that issue will not be 
analyzed in either the Waste Management EIS or the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS. 

STATE OF NEW YORK OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Office ofthe Attorney General Comment 1. There is no basis for the proposed action other than the 
conclusory statement in the Notice that "the regulatory and physical nature of the two categories of 
actions are d[[f'erent. " This is no more true now than it was when the NEP A process was initiated in 
1988. 

DOE Response: Although DOE attempted to address all issues in the 1996 Completion and Closure 
Draft EIS, it became apparent, during DOE and NYSERDA discussions on the preferred alternative, that 
separating waste management from decommissioning would allow DOE to move forward with activities 
for which it is responsible under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act and for which it would not 
need NYSERDA's concurrence. For that reason, DOE decided to rescope the 1996 Draft EIS and 
proceed with the Waste Management EIS that focuses exclusively on activities conducted by DOE. 
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Office of the Attorney General Comment 2. The Notice is somewhat misleading in that it announces 
DOE's and NYSERDA 's "intent to revise their strategy for completing the [1996 Completion and Closure 
Draft EIS] issuedfor public comment in March 1996. " In fact, however, a review of the entire Notice 
reveals that the agencies seek not to complete the 1996 Completion and Closure Drqft EIS but instead to 
separate the EIS process into two parts. 

DOE Response: DOE apologizes if some readers found the Notice misleading. As described in the 
Notice, the revised strategy for completing the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS was to separate 
the original proposed action into two distinct activities: the first being waste management and 
decontamination; and the second focusing on decommissioning. DOE has modified the scope of this EIS 
as a result of public comments received during scoping. The scope is now limited to onsite waste 
management and offsite waste transportation activities, and no longer includes decontamination activities 
as proposed in the NO I. DOE will prepare an EIS in the future for decisions regarding decommissioning 
and/or long-term stewardship. An Advance NOI was issued on November 6, 2001 (66 FR 56090), 
formalizing DOE's commitment to begin work on the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship 
EIS. Upon completion of both of these EISs, the proposed action and alternatives described in the 1996 
Completion and Closure Draft EIS will have been fully analyzed and the subject of public review and 
comment, thus "completing" the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS. 

Office of the Attorney General Comment 3. Pursuant to 40 CFR Section 1508.25(a)(3), actions 
involving common geography and cumulative environmental impacts such as are present at the WNYNSC 
and the WVDP should be evaluated in a single EIS. 

DOE Response: The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing the procedural 
provisions ofNEPA do encourage federal agencies to consider the extent to which proposed actions that 
are connected, cumulative, or similar should be addressed in the same EIS (see 40 CFR 1508.25(a)). 
DOE has determined that, while the waste management and decommissioning proposals would both 
affect the WVDP site and the Center, other considerations (such as timing) favor the separation of the two 
proposals into two EISs. This is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality NEP A 
regulations. 

Office ofthe Attorney General Comment 4. The first three alternatives for closure of the WNYNSC 
including the WVDP in the 1996 Draft Completion and Closure EIS are based on varying degrees of 
waste removal. Given the acknowledged unsuitability of the WNYNSCfor the long-term storage or 
disposal of radioactive waste, waste removal must necessarily be part of future actions regarding 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship. Pursuant to 40 CFR Section 1502.23 an EIS must 
include a cost-benefit analysis. Separating the same issues now addressed in the 1996 Completion and 
Closure Drqft EIS into two separate Environmental Impact Statements, particularly waste removal, will 
have a significant impact on the cost-benefit analysis used to evaluate closure options, including 
monetary costs and qualitative considerations. Economies ~f scale and the significance of cumulative 
environmental, social, and economic impacts are unavoidably affected by separating the EIS into two 
parts. 

DOE Response: The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations state that "[i]f a cost-benefit 
analysis relevant to the choice among environmentally different alternatives is being considered for the 
proposed action, it shall be incorporated by reference or appended to the statement as an aid in evaluating 
the environmental consequences." (40 CFR 1502.23). Neither NEPA nor the Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations require that a cost-benefit analysis be prepared as part of an EIS. 

There could be cumulative environmental impacts associated with the proposed waste management 
activities and the conduct of future decommissioning and/or long-tenn stewardship activities. DOE 
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describes the potential for these cumulative impacts in the Waste Management EIS and will take these 
potential impacts into account in its decisionmaking process. 

COALITION ON WEST VALLEY NUCLEAR WASTES (COALITION) 

Coalition Comment 1. The Stipulation of Compromise Settlement (hereinafter "Stipulation") requires 
that "the closure Environmental Impact Statement process - including the scoping process - shall begin 
no later than 1988 . .. "' This requirement is binding. DOE cannot unilaterally create a new scoping 
process that supersedes or substantially mod?fies the scoping process carried out in 1988. 

DOE Response: The Notice oflntent to prepare the Completion and Closure EIS was issued in 1988, 
beginning the scoping process for that document. DOE has fulfilled this aspect of the Stipulation. 
Moreover, the Stipulation does not preclude DOE from preparing other EISs or environmental review 
documentation to analyze proposed activities at the WVDP that must occur regardless of any future 
decisions regarding site decommissioning, closure, or long-term stewardship. 

Coalition Comment 2. The scoping process begun in 1988 led to issuance of the 1996 Completion and 
Closure Draft EIS. A Final EIS or Record of Decision has not yet been issued. Thus, the EIS process 
specified in the Stipulation has not yet been completed. It is not clear from the Notice of Intent published 
in the Federal Register on March 26, 2001 whether the EIS process specified in the Stipulation has 
already been, or soon will be, partia/Zv discontinued or suspended. It would be violative of the 
Stipulation of Compromise Settlement for the DOE to unilaterally abandon the current EIS process and 
begin a new segmented process. 

DOE Response: The EIS process specified in the Stipulation is not being and will not be discontinued or 
suspended. Rather, DOE will complete its obligations under the Stipulation by a slightly different route 
than was envisioned in 1988. An Advance NOI was issued on November 6, 2001 (66 FR 56090), 
formalizing DOE's commitment to begin work on the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship 
EIS. The conditions of the Stipulation of Compromise will be met by the Waste Management EIS and the 
future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, in combination. Upon completion ofboth 
of these EISs, all conditions of the Stipulation will have been met. 

Coalition Comment 3. The provisions of the Stipulation apply to any and all Environmental Impact 
Statements into which the closure EIS that began in 1988 may be split. Paragraph 3 of the Stipulation 
defines the scope of the closure EIS very broadly, such that it covers disposal of all "[Class A] 
[Class BIC] wastes generated as a result of the activities C?fthe West Valley Demonstration Project as 
mandated by the United States Congress under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act." 

DOE Response: The provisions of the Stipulation apply to an EIS, begun in 1988, to analyze the potential 
impacts associated with site closure, including onsite waste disposal. This EIS, as rescoped, assesses only 
the offsite shipment of stored wastes and wastes that will be generated during the next 1 0 years of 
operations while decommissioning and/or long-term closure decisions are still ongoing. Pursuant to the 
Stipulation, DOE retains the ability to dispose of Class ALL W in accordance with applicable law at a site 
other than the Center. In addition, for waste material containing elements having an atomic number 
greater than 92 in concentrations greater than 10 nanocuries per gram but less than or equal to 
100 nanocuries per gram, the Stipulation provides that "[f]or disposal at locations other than the Center, 
such disposal will be in accordance with applicable law." The Stipulation does not address transportation 
and subsequent offsite disposal of TRU (waste material containing elements having an atomic number 
greater than 92 in concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram) or HL W. Thus, the preparation 
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of an EIS to examine waste management activities, none of which relate to onsite disposal of waste, is 
consistent with the Stipulation. 

Coalition Comment 4. According to the Notice ~f Intent published in the Federal Register on March 26, 
2001, "DOE intends to issue soon a Notice ~[Intent for a second EIS, with NYSERDA as a joint lead 
agency, on decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the WVDP and the Western New York 
Nuclear Service Center . .. " This will violate provisions of the Stipulation. The Stipulation requires that 
"the closure Environmental Impact Statement process - including the scoping process -shall begin no 
later than 1988 .. " DOE cannot unilaterally create a new EIS with a new scoping process that 
supersedes or substantially modffies the scoping process carried out in 1988. As spectfied in the 
Stipulation, the EIS is a closure EIS. DOE cannot unilaterally change the purpose of the project and thus 
the scope of the EIS. 

DOE Response: As noted above, the NOI to prepare the Completion and Closure EIS was issued in 
1988, beginning the scoping process for that document. DOE has fulfilled this aspect of the Stipulation. 
However, the Stipulation does not preclude DOE from completing its obligations under the Stipulation by 
a slightly different route than was envisioned in 1988, separating the original scope of the Completion and 
Closure EIS into two EISs, one that analyzes proposed waste management activities and one that 
addresses future decisions regarding site decommissioning, closure, and/or long-term stewardship. As 
stated above, DOE believes that this approach is consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality 
NEP A implementing regulations regarding connected actions ( 40 CFR 1506.1) and that this approach, 
upon completion of the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, will meet all of the 
conditions of the Stipulation of Compromise. An Advance NOI was issued on November 6, 2001 
(66 FR 56090), formalizing DOE's commitment to continue work on the Closure EIS process by 
beginning work on the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. DOE is anticipating that 
NYSERDA will participate in the preparation of the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship 
EIS as a joint lead agency, that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will participate as a 
cooperating agency, and that the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation will 
participate as an involved agency under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQRA). 

Coalition Comment 5. According to the Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register on March 26, 
2001, DOE intends to dispose of certain low-level and mixed wastes in either Nevada or Washington 
prior to completion of the West Valley closure EIS. The Stipulation allows off-site disposal of Class A 
wastes in accordance with applicable law but does not allow any disposal (offsite or otherwise) of 
Class BIC wastes until the closure EIS is completed 

DOE Response: Pursuant to the Stipulation, DOE retains the ability to dispose of Class A LL W in 
accordance with applicable law at a site other than the Center. In addition, for waste material containing 
elements having an atomic number greater than 92 in concentrations greater than 10 nanocuries per gram 
but less than or equal to 100 nanocuries per gram, the Stipulation provides that "[f]or disposal at locations 
other than the Center, such disposal will be in accordance with applicable law." The Stipulation does not 
address transportation and subsequent offsite disposal ofTRU (waste material containing elements having 
an atomic number greater than 92 in concentrations greater than 100 nanocuries per gram) or HL W. 
Further, the Stipulation does not preclude the offsite disposal of any type of radioactive waste in 
accordance with applicable law prior to the completion of a closure EIS. This Waste Management EIS 
does not address onsite disposal; however, DOE will not initiate any of the waste shipping proposed 
under the action alternatives until this EIS is completed and a ROD is issued. 

Coalition Comment 6. According to the Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register on March 26, 
2001, DOE intends to provide a 45-day public comment period following the issuance of the draft 
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Decontamination and Waste Management EIS. The Stipulation requires a six month public comment 
period. 

DOE Response: DOE provided a 6-month comment period for the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft 
EIS in compliance with the Stipulation and intends to provide a 6-month comment period for the future 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, which will be the continuation of the 1996 
Completion and Closure Draft EIS. Thus, DOE has complied with, and will continue to comply with, this 
provision of the Stipulation. The 6-month comment period noted in the Stipulation does not apply to the 
Waste Management EIS. 

Coalition Comment 7. DOE asserts in the Notice of Intent published in the Federal Register on 
March 26, 2001, that the "decontamination and waste management actions will not be connected within 
the meaning of the regulations to decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship actions because 
decontamination and waste disposal actions can be implemented without previous or simultaneous 
actions being taken, are not an interdependent part of a larger action, and do not depend on a larger 
action for their justification . .. " This assertion is false. The actions of decontamination, 
decommissioning and/or long term stewardship are clearly interconnected in the context of the West 
Valley Demonstration Project. 

DOE Response: As originally scoped, DOE agrees that the proposed decontaminations actions could 
have been linked to decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions and has accordingly 
eliminated them from the scope of this EIS. However, DOE believes that the waste management actions it 
proposes would need to occur regardless of any future decisions regarding site decommissioning, closure, 
and/or long-term stewardship. For this reason, DOE believes that these proposed waste management 
actions are independent from future site decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions and do 
not depend on those future actions for their justification. 

Coalition Comment 8. DOE asserts in the Notice ofintent published in the Federal Register on 
March 26, 2001, that DOE and NYSERDA "may decide to proceed independentZv." This segmentation of 
the overall cleanup and closure is inappropriate under federal and state environmental review law. 

DOE Response: DOE noted that DOE and NYSERDA intended to prepare the future Decommissioning 
and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS jointly under both NEPA and SEQRA, although either agency could 
decide to proceed independently in support of its separate mission. Applicable NEP A regulations 
encourage federal and state agencies to become joint lead agencies where appropriate; there is no 
requirement to do so, particularly when the agencies have responsibilities under different laws and 
regulations. It is not unlawful for DOE to prepare an EIS pursuant to NEPA to support its 
decisionmaking process and for NYSERDA to prepare separate documentation pursuant to SEQRA. 

CONCERNED CITIZENS OF CATTARAUGUS COUNTY, INC. (CCCC) 

CCCC Comment 1. The substantive mandate of New York's State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQRA) is much broader than that of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In particular, 
SEQRA disfavors dividing an action for environmental review in such a way that the various segments 
are addressed as though they were independent and unrelated activities where the earlier part of the 
action may practically determine a subsequent part of the action. Such an approach impermissibly 
avoids considering the combined environmental effects ofall parts of the action. This mandate does not 
preclude action in stages; it only requires that cumulative impacts of likely subsequent actions be 
considered in the initial EIS. Unless DOEINYSERDA 's proposed new decontamination and waste 
management EIS also considers what standards for protection of health and the environment will be met 
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at closure and decommissioning of the site, DOEINYSERDA 's proposal will violate SEQRA 's mandate. 
lsn 't the proposal dependent on decisions regarding closure of the West Valley site? Won't decisions 
regarding closure of the West Valley site depend on decontamination and waste management decisions? 

DOE Response: The proposed action and alternatives to be addressed in the Waste Management EIS are 
activities that are solely DOE's responsibility under the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. These 
proposed activities include management of waste for which DOE is responsible. For this reason, the 
applicable environmental review statute is NEPA, not SEQRA. DOE is not required to comply with 
SEQRA. 

However, NEPA, like the SEQRA, requires that an agency consider connected actions together in the 
same EIS to avoid segmenting a large project into smaller projects with fewer impacts (see Council on 
Environmental Quality, NEPA Implementing Regulations, 40 CFR 1508.25(a)). NEPA also requires that 
agencies consider the cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, 
along with the impacts of the proposed action (see 40 CFR 1508.7)). Thus, although SEQRA does not 
apply to DOE actions, NEP A imposes similar segmentation and cumulative impact requirements on 
federal agencies. 

DOE does not believe that the proposed waste management activities in this EIS are connected to future 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions for WVDP or the Center. These proposed 
waste management activities would not trigger other actions that would require the preparation of an EIS, 
can proceed independently of other actions at the site, and are not dependent upon future decisions 
regarding long-term plans for the site. 

Rather, the proposed waste management activities are those that DOE would need to take regardless of 
eventual decisions regarding the long-term management of the Center. Undertaking these activities in the 
near term would not limit or prejudge the range of alternatives or the decisions to be made for eventual 
decommissioning of Project facilities and/or long-term stewardship of the Center. Further, DOE believes 
that preparing an EIS for waste management activities will allow the Department to make progress in 
removing wastes from the site, rather than waiting until site decommissioning and/or long-term 
stewardship decisions are made in the future. 

CCCC Comment 2. The West Valley Demonstration Project Act's Section 2(a)(5) requires DOE to 
"decontaminate and decommission" in accordance with NRC requirements. Under what authority does 
DOE now propose to decontaminate without considering requirements for decommissioning? 

DOE Response: DOE has modified the scope of this EIS as a result of public comments received during 
scoping. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation activities, 
and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NOI. 

CCCC Comment 3. Current federal regulations require monitoringfor radionuclides be performed at 
ent1y points to community water distribution systems and impose drinking water limits for radionuclides 
on such water systems. 65 FR 76707 (Dec. 7, 2000). Will the scope include the impact of 
DOE/NYSERDA 's proposed new approach on the ability of community water systems to comply with 
current MCLsfor radionuclides? If such impacts are considered, will they extend to community water 
systems that rely on the Cattaraugus Creek Sole Source Aquifer that underlies the WVDP site? See 
52 FR 36100 (September 25, 1987). 

DOE Response: Because the proposed activities analyzed in the Waste Management EIS are limited to 
the shipping of wastes offsite and continued management of the HL W tanks prior to decisions from the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS, there would be no change in any site releases that 
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could affect the ability of community water systems to comply with maximum contaminant levels for 
radionuclides. The EIS that will be prepared to address decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship 
of the site will address any potential impacts to water quality in general and to the Cattaraugus Creek Sole 
Source Aquifer in particular. 

CCCC Comment 4. Will the proposed EIS consider the effect of contaminated materials left onsite after 
decontamination on the collective dose for the population that uses the Cattaraugus Creek Sole Source 
Aquifer? If so, will this be the population at the time of the final status survey is pe1jormed? 

DOE Response: DOE will address the potential environmental impacts of contamination remaining after 
implementation of a decontamination and decommissioning alternative and disposition of the remaining 
wastes at the Center in the EIS for site decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship. To that end, DOE 
will use the most current population data available. 

CCCC Comment 5. Will the scope of the proposed decontamination and waste management EIS include 
the cumulative impact of releases of radioactive and non-radioactive hazardous or toxic substances into 
surface waters and groundwater from the West Valley site on the Cattaraugus Creek Sole Source Aqu(fer 
and the communities and private well water users who rely on the aquifer? 

DOE Response: The Waste Management EIS evaluates potential releases from the proposed waste 
management actions to the environment (Chapter 4) and the cumulative impacts (Chapter 5) of such 
releases for each alternative considered. As shown by the analyses, the proposed waste management 
actions would not result in adverse impacts to groundwater or surface water. Such impacts will be 
addressed in the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

CCCC Comment 6. Together with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), DOE and NYSERDA 
"have long favored addressing environmental impacts on a site-v.:ide basis. Therefore, the EIS, the 
[NRC's] decommissioning criteria, and long-term control alternatives discussed in [SECY-98-25I] cover 
both DOE's completion of the project and NYSERDA's closure o{the site." NRC, SECY-98-25I, note 
I (October 30, I 998). Isn't the proposed new decontamination and waste management EIS part of a 
long-term plan that includes closure of the West Valley site under NEPA? The E!S should consider 
impacts of decontamination and waste management activities on.fi1ture site closure options. 

DOE Response: The proposed waste management activities analyzed in this EIS are those that DOE 
would need to take regardless of eventual decisions regarding the long-term closure and/or management 
of the Center. Undertaking these activities in the near term would not limit or prejudge the range of 
alternatives or the decisions to be made for eventual decommissioning ofWVDP facilities and/or 
long-term stewardship of the Center. The proposed waste management activities addressed in this EIS 
would not have any impact on future site closure options. The potential environmental impacts of 
contamination remaining after implementation of a decontamination alternative and disposition of 
remaining wastes from the Center will be evaluated as part of the future EIS for site decommissioning 
and/or long-term stewardship. 

CCCC Comment 7. Low level radioactive waste and transuranic waste produced by the solidification of 
high level radioactive waste under the WVDP may be left in place or be left on the West Valley site 
following completion of the proposed decontamination and waste management activities. Will the scope 
of the proposed decontamination and waste management EIS measure, calculate, estimate or otherwise 
determine the amounts of these low level radioactive wastes and transuranic wastes or the exposure 
levels to be expectedfrom these wastes? 
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DOE Response: DOE has limited this EIS to those waste management actions that would ship wastes 
that are currently stored and that would be generated over the next 10 years to offsite disposal or interim 
storage. Information regarding the volume and exposure rates of other wastes left onsite after completion 
of proposed waste management activities (and the proposed disposition of that waste) will be provided in 
the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

CCCC Comment 8. Will the scope of the proposed decontamination and waste management EIS include 
the question whether long-term or perpetual institutional controls are necessary to ensure adequate 
protectiveness results fi'om any decontamination and waste management activities? If this question qf 
institutional controls is considered within the scope, will impacts of decontamination and waste 
management activities on resources and staff necessary to support long-term institutional controls also be 
included within the scope? 

DOE Response: This Waste Management EIS examines the potential environmental impacts of 
performing certain near-term waste management activities for which DOE is responsible under the West 
Valley Demonstration Project Act. The need for long-term or perpetual institutional controls will be 
examined in the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

CCCC Comment 9. Will dose-based criteria that include all pathways and that take into account 
exposures from the entire site, including the State Disposal Area and NYSERDA 's 3300 acres around the 
WVDP, be used to evaluate potential impacts from decontamination and waste management activities? 

DOE Response: This Waste Management EIS examines the potential environmental impacts of 
performing certain near-term waste management activities for which DOE is responsible under the West 
Valley Demonstration Project Act. This EIS analyzes the potential worker and public dose from all 
pathways that could result from these activities. Cumulative impacts from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions also are also analyzed. The future EIS that will be prepared to address 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the site will address potential exposures from the 
13-square-kilometer (3,300-acre) Center as a whole, including the State-licensed Disposal Area. 

CCCC Comment 10. Will NYSDEC's technical and administrative guidance memorandum 4003, 
"Cleanup Guidelines for Soils Contaminated with Radioactive Materials, " be adopted by DOE as a 
currently applicable, relevant and appropriate regulationfor pwposes of decontaminating areas of soil 
contamination? 

DOE Response: DOE has modified the scope of this EIS as a result of public comments received during 
scoping. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation activities, 
and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NOI; therefore, the guidance 
memorandum is not applicable to the proposed actions ofthis EIS. The future Decommissioning and/or 
Long-Term Stewardship EIS will consider all relevant regulations and standards in its assessments of 
impacts. 

CCCC Comment II. Will the scope of the proposed decontamination and waste management EIS 
include the question whether new waste disposal cells on the site will be needed to manage hazardous or 
mixed wastes generated as a result of decontamination activities? 

DOE Response: The activities analyzed in the Waste Management EIS do not include onsite disposal of 
any waste. For that reason, this EIS does address the need for new onsite waste disposal cells. 

CCCC Comment 12. NRC's decommissioning criteria for the West Valley site, including areas outside 
the Demonstration Project's 200 acres, NRC "rel[ies] on the DOE/NYSERDA's E!Sfor [NEPA] 
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purpose[s}." 64 FR 67952, at p. 67954 (Dec. 3, 1999) (NRC Drqft Policy Statement on West Valley). Will 
the proposed decontamination and waste management EIS stand in for or otherwise consider impacts on 
NRC's NEPA responsibilities? 

DOE Response: This Waste Management EIS examines the potential impacts of activities at WVDP for 
which DOE is responsible, and does not affect the NRC's NEPA responsibilities. 

WEST VALLEY CITIZEN TASK FORCE (CTF) 

CTF Comment 1. Concerns about Splitting the EIS: The CTF agrees that we must stay within the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the West Valley Demonstration 
Project (WVDP) Act, both of which seem to call for one process. We are concerned that some important 
matters might get lost in the changeover; that segmentation could be an issue, and that the second phase 
could get bogged down if the DOE/NYSERDA disagreement continues. We are eager to see the wording 
of the proposal for the second phase to be assured that the emphasis will be on closure rather than 
long-term stewardship and that the possibility of further decontamination is addressed adequately. We 
believe arriving at a cost/benefit analysis for waste removal and closure could be substantially more 
difficult once the EIS is split. We note that the recent DOE budget cut could be an omen o.ffuture fimding 
shortages, a disturbing possibility. 

DOE Response: Neither NEPA nor the West Valley Demonstration Project Act requires only one NEPA 
document for all of the activities that must be undertaken at the site in compliance with the Act. The 
two-EIS strategy allows DOE to progress while longer term discussions with NYSERDA continue. 

The Waste Management EIS will address activities that DOE would need to take regardless of eventual 
decisions regarding the long-term management of the Center, such as transporting nuclear waste for 
which DOE is responsible to offsite locations for storage or disposal. Decontamination, 
decommissioning, and site closure will be addressed in the future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS. DOE recognizes the CTF's stated preference for a focus on closure in the upcoming 
EIS and will consider that in the scoping process for that document. An Advance NOI was issued on 
November 6, 2001 (66 FR 56090), formalizing DOE's commitment to begin work on the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

DOE disagrees that the generation of two EISs would have a negative effect on its ability to assess the 
costs of the various decommissioning and/or closure alternatives available to DOE and NYSERDA. DOE 
annually reassesses its estimated operating costs and uses this information in its budget submittals. DOE 
is committed to seeking the funding necessary to meet its obligations under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act in its annual budget submittal to Congress; however, it cmmot control 
Congressional decisionmaking. 

CTF Comment 2. Concerns about Phase One: We support only option two, as it is defined in the 
Federal Register notice (option three as presented at the scoping meeting), which includes 
decontaminating the high and low-level waste areas, the main plant, Vitrfficationfacility, 01/14 Building 
and the waste tank farm. In regard to all cleanup, we would like to see all of EPA's concerns addressed, 
as expressed in their comment to NRC January 2000, including assurance that both radioactive and 
hazardous waste will be included in the cleanup, and that groundwater and air emissions standards 
likewise will be upheld. The CTF also has concerns about the brevity o_fthe 45-day comment period. 

DOE Response: DOE has modified the scope of this EIS as a result of public comments received during 
scopin"g. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation activities, 
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and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NOI. DOE's ability to continue to 
comply with groundwater and air emission standards during the proposed waste management activities is 
addressed in the Waste Management EIS (Chapter 4). 

With respect to the 45-day comment period, DOE believes that the standard 45-day comment period 
called for in NEP A implementing regulations will be sufficient given the limited nature of the proposed 
waste management activities analyzed in this Waste Management EIS. DOE provided a 6-month 
comment period for the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS in compliance with the Stipulation of 
Compromise and intends to provide a 6-month comment period for the future Decommissioning and/or 
Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

CTF Comment 3. Concerns about Phase Two: Our primary concern about splitting the EIS relates to 
the impact on phase two. Our concerns include: 

• DOE's definition of the term "closure or long-term management"; 
• Whether the waste left in the tanks could be reclassified as incidental, as at other sites, yet could still 

be HL W by other definitions; 
• Whether and how EPA and NRC criteria will be reconciled; 
• The impact of the NRC Decontamination and Decommissioning guidelines when they are finally 

made public; and 
• Most imminent, the ultimate division of responsibi!izv between DOE and NYSERDA. 

DOE Response: These issues relate to the scope ofthe future Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS and the basis for ultimate decisions to be made regarding site closure or future use, and 
are not addressed in the Waste Management EIS due to its limited scope. However, the issues raised in 
the comment will be within the scope of the second EIS. 

NUCLEAR INFORMATION AND RESOURCE SERVICE AND PUBLIC CITIZEN/CRITICAL MASS ENERGY AND 

ENVIRONMENT PROGRAM (JOINT SUBMITTAL) 

NIRS/PC Comment 1. [Our organizations] request direct notification of allfuture comment periods, 
proposed actions and meetings regarding the long-term management and clean-up at the West Valley 
site. We believe that the 30-day comment periodfor this Notice of Intent is inadequate and that a 45-day 
comment period for the proposed segmented Draft Environmental Impact Statement to be published later 
this year is inadequate. 

DOE Response: DOE has included both organizations on its mailing list for future notices and copies of 
the Draft Waste Management EIS when it is issued. While DOE allowed for the usual30-day public 
comment period on the scope ofthis EIS, the Department also stated in the Notice oflntent published in 
the Federal Register on March 26, 2001, that late comments would be considered to the extent practicable 
(the last comment letter DOE received was dated May 10, 2001). DOE has received no indication that 
any party seeking to submit scoping comments was unable to do so because of the length of the formal 
scoping period. Given the limited nature of the proposed activities to be analyzed in the Waste 
Management EIS, DOE believes that the standard 45-day comment period called for in NEPA 
implementing regulations will be sufficient for this EIS. 

NIRS/PC Comment 2. [Our organizations] oppose the splitting or segmenting of the Environmental 
Impact Statement/or the West Valley Demonstration Project and Nuclear Service Center site. Some of us 
are already on record calling for the inclusion of the entire site in long-term planning so that the entire 
legacy at the site is evaluated in total, all areas, including the DOE Demonstration Project and the NYS 
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areas. Segmenting the property into smaller sub-groups for pwposes of long-term management and 
closure opens the door to leaving greater amounts of contamination and risk. We believe that the 
decontamination and waste management activities are inextricably linked to the decommissioning and 
long-term management of the site and should not be severed into two distinct Environmental Impact 
Statements. The Federal Register Notice of Intent does not fully explain or make the casefor revising the 
strategy for completing the demonstration project and closure/long-term site management. 

DOE Response: DOE is not proposing to split the consideration of decommissioning and/or long-term 
stewardship of the WVDP facilities from the decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship ofthe 
Center. Rather, DOE is proposing to analyze the potential impacts associated with waste management 
activities such as off site transportation of waste. DOE has modified the scope of this EIS as a result of 
public comments received during scoping. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and 
offsite waste transportation activities, and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in 
the NO I. The proposed waste management activities are those that DOE would need to take regardless of 
eventual decisions regarding the long-term management of the Center. The future Decommissioning 
and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS will analyze the potential impacts of closure and/or long-term 
management of the Center as a whole, including the Project facilities. An Advance NOI was issued on 
November 6, 2001 ( 66 FR 56090), formalizing DOE's commitment to begin work on the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

NIRS/PC Comment 3. [Our organizations] support efforts by DOE and NYSERDA to comply with the 
Agreement (Stipulation of Compromise Settlement) with the local community organization, the Coalition 
on West Valley Nuclear Wastes, in 1987, which resultedfrom legal action on the long-term management 
of the site. We do not support efforts to circumvent or violate the Agreement or NEPA. We support the 
Coalition in its efforts toward isolation of radioactivity from all of the West Valley nuclear activities. 

DOE Response: DOE is not proposing to take any action that would violate either the Stipulation of 
Compromise or NEPA. DOE supports the efforts to isolate radioactivity from WVDP nuclear activities 
and believes that preparing an EIS for waste management activities will allow the Department to make 
progress in onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation activities, rather than waiting until 
site decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions are made some time in the future. 

NIRS/PC Comment 4. [Our organizations] consider this notice inadequate as an announcement of 
Scopingfor a new segmented EIS, since we contest the simultaneous announcement splitting the existing 
process. 

DOE Response: In its NOI, published in the Federal Register on March 26, 2001, DOE stated that it 
welcomed comments on the plan for revising the strategy for completion of the 1996 Completion and 
Closure Draft EIS as well as on the scope of the anticipated Waste Management EIS. DOE has 
considered all of the comments it received regarding its plan to rescope the 1996 Draft EIS, and continues 
to believe that this course of action is appropriate and consistent with NEP A and the Stipulation of 
Compromise. 

NIRS/PC Comment 5. [Our organizations] support the goal of complete isolation of all of the West 
Valley wastes, support both short and long term remedial actions and planning that prevent leakage, 
exposure and loss of control of the radioactivity from all of the West Valley activities. 

DOE Response: DOE also supports the efforts to isolate WVDP wastes and believes that preparing an 
EIS for waste management activities will allow the Department to make progress in onsite waste 
management and offsite waste transportation activities, rather than waiting until site decommissioning 
and/or long-term stewardship decisions are made some time in the future. 
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THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF BUFFALO/NIAGARA 

LWV Comment 1. The official time period on this revised strategy was inadequate. 

DOE Response: DOE provided the required 30-day comment period for the proposed rescoping of the 
1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS. In addition, DOE stated that late comments would be 
considered to the extent practicable. For example, DOE received the League of Women Voters 
comments on May 11, 2001, and has considered those comments along with comments received by the 
April25, 2001 due date. 

LWV Comment 2. We concur with all the comments made by the [Citizens Task Force] in this matter, 
especially questioning the legality of the proposed change, emphasizing the needfor staying within the 
laws ofNEPA and the West Valley Demonstration Project Act, and reiterating the necessity that the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission guidelines be available soon, before completion of the draft EIS, and 
honored therein. 

DOE Response: Please see the DOE responses to the CTF comments above. With respect to NRC 
guidelines, the West Valley Demonstration Project Act requires DOE to decontaminate and 
decommission material and hardware used in connection with the project "in accordance with such 
requirements as the Commission may prescribe." West Valley Demonstration Project Act, 
Section 2((a)(5)(C). The level to which the Center should be cleaned up will be addressed in the future 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

DOE has modified the scope of the EIS as a result of public comments received during scoping. The 
scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation activities, and no longer 
includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NOI. 

LWV Comment 3. The 1996 Draft Environmental Impact Statementfor Completion and Closure called 
for one project while the strategy change requires two separate NEPA documents. When a coordinated 
plan is split into two or more phases, the overall plan remains in effect. When the plan itself is split, 
many unforeseen problems can emerge: 

• Parts of the original plan could be changed, ignored, or forgotten 
• Cumulative effects may go unchecked because of the segmentation of various portions 
• Arriving at a cost benefit analysis for a split project will be dffficult, and completion will be more 

expensive 
• Considering the uncertainty o_fCongressional budget allotments (recent cuts in the DOE budget 

presents a prime example), budget constraints could disallow continuance o.f the project, thus 
endangering its completion 

• Splitting the EIS into two could allow for serious delay in drafting and implementing the final EIS 
and completion and closure for the entire site. 

DOE Response: The West Valley Demonstration Project Act established a single program with multiple 
components. DOE has already prepared numerous NEPA documents to carry out its numerous 
responsibilities under the Act, including the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Long Term 
Management of Liquid High-Level Radioactive Wastes Stored at the Western New York Nuclear Service 
Center (DOE/EIS-0081, June 1982). Rather than address the waste management activities and 
decommissioning components in one EIS, as originally planned for the Completion and Closure EIS, 
DOE decided that addressing the two components separately would facilitate its decisionmaking process. 
Regardless of the number ofNEPA documents prepared, the overall plan required by the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act remains in place. 
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DOE believes that all of the activities that were addressed in the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft EIS 
will be addressed in either the Waste Management EIS or in the future Decommissioning and/or 
Long-Term Stewardship EIS. Cumulative impacts will be addressed in both documents. 

Because DOE proposes to implement actions that will need to occur regardless of any future 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship scenario, DOE does not expect that significant additional 
costs would be incurred. Although DOE does not anticipate discontinuance of federal funds for the 
WVDP, possible future budget constraints are a reason to analyze and implement initial cleanup decisions 
in the short term. 

DOE does not expect that the decision to prepare the Waste Management EIS will delay the final decision 
on the future of the site. DOE issued an Advance NOI on November 6, 2001, to prepare the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS in the near future with NY SERDA, demonstrating 
its commitment to making final decisions regarding the site. Moreover, the waste management activities 
addressed in the Waste Management EIS would take several years to implement, allowing sufficient time 
for DOE and the NYSERDA to resolve their differences and make the necessary decommissioning and/or 
long-term stewardship decisions. 

L WV Comment 4. The second phase could get bogged down, in light of the fact that the Department of 
Energy withdrew in January from negotiations with the New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority regarding their individual responsibilities. We find it very disturbing that the 
future of the entire project and the surrounding community is being held hostage to intra-governmental 
squabbles. 

DOE Response: One of the reasons DOE decided to rescope the 1996 Completion and Closure Draft 
EIS was to be able to make decisions more quickly regarding its responsibilities for the cleanup of the 
WVDP site. DOE believes that preparing an EIS for waste management activities will allow the 
Department to make progress in removing waste from the site, rather than waiting until site 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship decisions are made some time in the future. 

L WV Comment 5. Under the proposed change, the first EIS refers to Decontamination and Waste 
Management. The proposed second EIS does not mention further decontamination and waste 
management, including removal, which we assume will be necessary. We all need assurance that waste 
removal and closure will remain the goal and become the reality at the completion of the entire cleanup 
process at the West Valley site. 

DOE Response: DOE has modified the scope of this EIS as a result of public comments received during 
scoping. The scope is now limited to onsite waste management and offsite waste transportation activities, 
and no longer includes decontamination activities as proposed in the NOI. The proposed actions 
evaluated in this EIS would remove all stored and newly generated wastes from the site. Further 
decontamination, and decommissioning actions will be the subject of the Decommissioning and/or 
Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 
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APPENDIXC 

HUMAN HEALTH IMPACTS 

This appendix contains information in addition to that presented in Chapter 4 on the human health 
analyses conducted for this environmental impact statement (EIS). 

C.l RADIATION AND HUMAN HEALTH 

Radiation is the emission and propagation of energy through space or through a material in the fonn of 
waves or bundles of energy called photons, or in the form of high-energy subatomic particles. Radiation 
generally results from atomic or subatomic processes that occur naturally. The most common kind of 
radiation is electromagnetic radiation, which is transmitted as photons. Electromagnetic radiation is 
emitted over a range of wavelengths and energies. We are most commonly aware of visible light, which 
is part of the spectrum of electromagnetic radiation. Radiation of longer wavelengths and lower energy 
includes infrared radiation, which heats material when the material and the radiation interact, and radio 
waves. Electromagnetic radiation of shorter wavelengths and higher energy (which are more penetrating) 
includes ultraviolet radiation, which causes sunburn, X-rays, and gamma radiation. 

Ionizing radiation is radiation that has sufficient energy to displace electrons from atoms or molecules to 
create ions. It can be electromagnetic (for example, X-rays or gamma radiation) or subatomic particles 
(for example, alpha and beta radiation). The ions have the ability to interact with other atoms or 
molecules; in biological systems, this interaction can cause damage in the tissue or organism. 

Radioactivity is the property or characteristic of an unstable atom to undergo spontaneous transformation 
(to disintegrate or decay) with the emission of energy as radiation. Usually the emitted radiation is 
ionizing radiation. The result of the process, called radioactive decay, is the transformation of an unstable 
atom (a radionuclide) into a different atom, accompanied by the release of energy (as radiation) as the 
atom reaches a more stable, lower energy configuration. Radioactive decay produces three main types of 
ionizing radiation-alpha particles, beta particles, and gamma or X-rays-but our senses cannot detect 
them. These types of ionizing radiation can have different characteristics and levels of energy and, thus, 
varying abilities to penetrate and interact with atoms in the human body. Because each type has different 
characteristics, each requires different amounts of material to stop (shield) the radiation. Alpha particles 
are the least penetrating and can be stopped by a thin layer of material such as a single sheet of paper. 
However, if radioactive atoms (called radionuclides) emit alpha particles in the body when they decay, 
there is a concentrated deposition of energy near the point where the radioactive decay occurs. Shielding 
for beta particles requires thicker layers of material such as several reams of paper or several inches of 
wood or water. Shielding from gamma rays, which are highly penetrating, requires very thick material 
such as several inches to several feet of heavy material (for example, concrete or lead). Deposition of the 
energy by gamma rays is dispersed across the body in contrast to the local energy deposition by an alpha 
particle. In fact, some gamma radiation will pass through the body without interacting with it. 

Radiation that originates outside of an individual's body is called external or direct radiation. Such 
radiation can come from an X-ray machine or from radioactive materials (materials or substances that 
contain radionuclides ), such as radioactive waste or radionuclides in soil. Internal radiation originates 
inside a person's body following intake of radioactive material or radionuclides through ingestion or 
inhalation. Once in the body, the fate of a radioactive material is determined by its chemical behavior and 
how it is metabolized. If the material is soluble, it might be dissolved in bodily fluids and transported to 
and deposited in various body organs; if it is insoluble, it might move rapidly through the gastrointestinal 
tract or be deposited in the lungs. 
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Exposure to ionizing radiation is expressed in terms of absorbed dose, which is the amount of energy 
imparted to matter per unit mass. Often simply called dose, it is a fundamental concept in measuring and 
quantifying the effects of exposure to radiation. The unit of absorbed dose is the rad. The different types 
of radiation mentioned above have different effects in damaging the cells of biological systems. Dose 
equivalent is a concept that considers the absorbed dose and the relative effectiveness of the type of 
ionizing radiation in damaging biological systems, using a radiation-specific quality factor. The unit of 
dose equivalent is the rem. In quantifying the effects of radiation on humans, other types of concepts are 
also used. The concept of effective dose equivalent is used to quantify effects of radionuclides in the 
body. It involves estimating the susceptibility of the different tissue in the body to radiation to produce a 
tissue-specific weighting factor. The weighting factor is based on the susceptibility of that tissue to 
cancer. The sum of the products of each affected tissue's estimated dose equivalent multiplied by its 
specific weighting factor is the effective dose equivalent. The potential effects from a one-time ingestion 
or inhalation of radioactive material are calculated over a period of 50 years to account for radionuclides 
that have long half-lives and long residence time in the body. The result is called the committed effective 
dose equivalent. The unit of effective dose equivalent is also the rem. Total effective dose equivalent is 
the sum of the committed effective dose equivalent from radionuclides in the body plus the dose 
equivalent from radiation sources external to the body (also in rem). All estimates of dose presented in 
this EIS, unless specifically noted as something else, are total effective dose equivalents, which are 
quantified in terms ofrem or millirem (mrem), which is one one-thousandth of a rem. 

More detailed information on the concepts of radiation dose and dose equivalent are presented in 
publications of the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP 1993) and the 
International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP 1991 ). 

The factors used to convert estimates ofradionuclide intake (by inhalation or ingestion) to dose are called 
dose conversion factors. The International Commission on Radiological Protection and federal agencies 
such as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publish these factors (Eckerman and Ryman 
1993; Eckerman et al. 1988). They are based on original recommendations of the International 
Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP 1977). 

The radiation dose to an individual or to a group of people can be expressed as the total dose received or 
as a dose rate, which is dose per unit time (usually an hour or a year). Collective dose is the total dose to 
an exposed population. Person-rem is the unit of collective dose. Collective dose is calculated by 
summing the individual dose to each member of a population. For example, if 100 workers each received 
0.1 rem, the collective dose would be 10 person-rem (100 x 0.1 rem). 

Exposures to radiation or radionuclides are often characterized as being acute or chronic. Acute 
exposures occur over a short period of time, typically 24 hours or less. Chronic exposures occur over 
longer periods of time (months to years); they are usually assumed to be continuous over a period, even 
though the dose rate might vary. For a given dose of radiation, chronic radiation exposure is usually less 
harmful than acute exposure because the dose rate (dose per unit time, such as rem per hour) is lower, 
providing more opportunity for the body to repair damaged cells. 

On average, members of the public nationwide are exposed to approximately 300 mrem per year from 
natural sources (NCRP 1987). The largest natural sources are radon-222 and its radioactive decay 
products in homes and buildings, which contribute about 200 mrem per year. Additional natural sources 
include radioactive material in the earth (primarily the uranium and thorium decay series, and 
potassium-40) and cosmic rays from space filtered through the atmosphere. With respect to exposures 
resulting from human activities, the combined doses from weapons testing fallout, consumer and 
industrial products, and air travel (cosmic radiation) account for the remaining approximate 3 percent of 
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the total annual dose. Nuclear fuel cycle facilities contribute less than 0.1 percent (0.05 rnrem per year) 
of the total dose. 

Cancer is the principal potential risk to human health from exposure to low or chronic levels of radiation. 
This EIS expresses radiological health impacts as the incremental changes in the number of expected fatal 
cancers (latent cancer fatalities) for populations and as the incremental increases in lifetime probabilities 
of contracting a fatal cancer for an individual. The estimates are based on the dose received and on 
dose-to-health effect conversion factors recommended by the Interagency Steering Committee on 
Radiation Standards (DOE 2002a). The Committee estimated that, for the general population, a collective 
dose of 1 person-rem would yield 6 x 10-4 excess latent cancer fatality. For radiation workers, a 
collective dose of 1 person-rem would yield an estimated 5 x 10-4 excess latent cancer fatality. The 
higher risk factor for the general population is primarily due to the inclusion of children in the population 
group, while the radiation worker population includes only people older than 18. 

Other health effects such as nonfatal cancers and genetic effects can occur as a result of chronic exposure 
to radiation. Inclusion of the incidence of nonfatal cancers and severe genetic effects from radiation 
exposure increases the total detriment by 40 to 50 percent (Table C-1 ), compared to the change for latent 
cancer fatalities (ICRP 1991). As is the general practice for any U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) EIS, 
estimates of the total change have not been included in this EIS. 

Table C-1. Risk of Latent Cancer Fatalities and Other Health Effects 
from Exposure to Radiation 

Latent 
Cancer Fatality Nonfatal Cancer Genetic Effects Total Detriment 

Population (per rem) (per rem) (per rem) (per rem) 
Workers 4.0 X 10-4 8.0 X 10-5 8.0 X 10-S 5.6 X 10-4 

General Population 5.o x w-4 1.0 X 10-4 1.3 X 10-4 7.3 X 10-4 

Source: I CRP 1991. 

Exposures to high levels of radiation at high dose rates over a short period (less than 24 hours) can result 
in acute radiation effects. Minor changes in blood characteristics might be noted at doses in the range of 
25 to 50 rad. The external symptoms of radiation sickness begin to appear following acute exposures of 
about 50 to 100 rad and can include anorexia, nausea, and vomiting. More severe symptoms occur at 
higher doses and can include death at doses higher than 200 to 300 rad of total body irradiation, 
depending on the level of medical treatment received. Information on the effects of acute exposures on 
humans was obtained from studies of the survivors of the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings and from 
studies following a multitude of acute accidental exposures. Factors to relate the level of acute exposure 
to health effects exist but are not applied in this EIS because expected exposures during normal operations 
and accidents would be well below 50 rem. 

C.2 RADIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

When radioactivity is released into the environment, it has the potential to affect persons who come in 
contact with it. Mechanisms for transporting radiation include air, water, soil and food. The many ways 
an individual or population can come into contact with radiation are known as pathways. Pathway 
analysis is useful in quantifying the effective dose equivalent to an individual or population that is 
affected by the release. If radiation is released into the environment, an individual can come directly into 
contact with it via the external and inhalation pathways, or indirectly via the ingestion pathway. 
Submersion in an air or water plume can be directly quantified by dose conversion factors based on the 
concentration in the medium of interest. 
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Gaseous effluents released to the atmosphere were modeled with a straight line gaussian plume. The 
receptors were assumed to be downwind at a location that maximized their dose. The total dose to the 
individual at that location is the sum of all pathways (external, inhalation, and ingestion). At the location 
of the receptor, the external dose was calculated by multiplying the time-integrated concentration in air by 
the length of exposure and then multiplying that product by the appropriate external dose conversion 
factor for air, for each radionuclide, and then those doses were summed across all radionuclides. 
Radionuclides deposited on the ground also provide an external dose component and are assessed in a 
similar manner using the appropriate external ground dose conversion factors. 

Internal exposure via inhalation for each radionuclide was quantified at the receptor location by 
multiplying the estimated concentration of the radionuclide by the intake of air (breathing rate times 
length of exposure) multiplied by the appropriate inhalation dose conversion factor for all nuclides. 

The ingestion pathway is significant for some radionuclides that are released into the air or into water 
used for irrigation. For those radionuclides in the air, as the plume carrying the radionuclides travels 
away from the source, the radionuclides are deposited on the ground. Some radionuclides move from the 
soil into vegetation with water. The outside of plants will also intercept radionuclides from air and water. 
These plants can be either consumed directly by humans, or ingested by an animal (beef or poultry) that 
will then be consumed by humans or that will produce milk or eggs. The rates at which radionuclides 
accumulate in plant and animal product food stuffs are described by radionuclide transfer factors. 

The following are pathways for liquid effluents released into surface water. The receptor can come into 
contact with liquid effluents that are released into surface water through direct external submersion in the 
contaminated water, boating over contaminated water and by spending time on shorelines where 
contaminated water is present. These are all external pathways. Internal pathways are primarily from 
drinking contaminated water, eating fish and wildlife that use the water, and by eating produce and animal 
products that were irrigated using the contaminated surface water. 

C.2.1 Normal Operations 

The GENII computer code (Napier et al. 1988) was used to estimate the radiation doses from releases 
during normal operations. For releases of radioactive material to the atmosphere, two receptors were 
evaluated: the maximally exposed individual, who was considered to be a nearby resident, and the 
population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. People were assumed to inhale radioactive 
material and be exposed to external radiation from the radioactive material released during normal 
operations. People were also assumed to ingest radioactive material through foodstuffs such as leafy 
vegetables, produce, meat, and milk. 

Releases to the atmosphere could be from ground level or from a stack. Annual average atmospheric 
conditions were used to estimate radiation doses. Site-specific meteorological data from 1994 through 
1998 (WVNS 2000a) were used to determine these atmospheric conditions. 

The values of parameters used in GENII are listed in Table C-2. 

C.2.2 Facility Accidents 

The GENII computer code (Napier et al. 1988) was also used to estimate radiation doses from accidents. 
For accidents where radioactive material would be released to the atmosphere, three receptors were 
evaluated: (1) a worker at the onsite evaluation point located 640 meters (3,000 feet) from the accident, 
(2) the maximally exposed individual located at the WVDP site boundary, and (3) the population within 
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Table C-2. Parameters Used in GENII Radiological Assessments 

Parameter Individual Value Population Value 
Leafy_ Vegetable Consum_j)tion Rate 64 kg/yr 23 kg/yr 
Other Produce Consumption Rate 217 kg/yr 80 kg/yr 
Fruit Consumption Rate 114kg/yr 42 kg/yr 
Cereal Consumption Rate 125 kg/yr 46 kg/yr 
Leafy Vegetable Growing Time 90d 60 d 
Other Produce Growing Time 90 d 60 d 
Fruit Growing Time 90 d 60 d 
Cereal Growing Time 90 d 60 d 
Leafy Vegetable Holdup Time 1 d 14 d 
Other Produce Holdup Time 60 d 14 d 
Fruit Holdup Time 60 d 14 d 
Cereal Holdup Time 90d 14 d 
Leafy Vegetable Yield 2 kg!m- 2 kg!m-
Other Produce Yield 2 kg/m2 2 kg/m-
Fruit Yield 2 kg/m- 2 kg/m2 

Cereal Yield 2 kg!m- 2 kg/m2 

Beef Consumption Rate 73 kg/yr 63 kg/yr 
Poult!}'_ Consumption Rate 37 kg/yr 31 kg/yr 
Milk Consumption Rate 310 L/yr 110 L/yr 
Egg Consumption Rate 100 kg/yr 20 kg/yr 
BeefHoldup Time 20 d 20 d 
PoultrY_ Holdup Time 1 d 1 d 
Milk Holdup Time Od 4d 
Egg Holdup Time Od 3d 
Stored Feed Diet Fraction (beef) 0.25 0.25 
Stored Feed Diet Fraction (poultry) 0.25 0.25 
Stored Feed Diet Fraction (milk cow) 0.25 0.25 
Stored Feed Diet Fraction (laying hen) 0.25 0.25 
Stored Feed Grow Time (beef) 90d 90 d 
Stored Feed Grow Time (poultry) 90 d 90 d 
Stored Feed Grow Time (milk cowl 45 d 45 d 
Stored Feed Grow Time (laying hen) 90d 90 d 
Stored Feed Yield (beef) 2 kg/m- I kg/m2 

Stored Feed Yield (poultry) 2 kg/m2 2 kg/m2 

Stored Feed Yield (milk cow) 2 kg/m- 2 kg/m-
Stored Feed Yield (laying hen) 2 kg!m- 2 kg/m2 

Stored Feed Storage Time (beef) 90 d 90 d 
Stored Feed Storage Time (poultry) 90d 90d 
Stored Feed Storage Time {milk cowl 90 d 90 d 
Stored Feed Storage Time (laying hen) 90 d 90 d 
Fresh Forage Diet Fraction (beef) 0.25 0.25 
Fresh Forage Diet Fraction (milk cow) 0.75 0.75 
Fresh Forage Grow Time_(beef) 45 d 45 d 
Fresh Forage Grow Time (milk cow) 30 d 30 d 
Fresh Forage Yield (beef) 0.70 kg/m" 2 kg/m-
Fresh Forage Yield (milk cow) 1 kg/me 0.7 kg/m-
Fresh Forage Storage Time (beef) 90 d 90 d 
Fresh Forage Storage Time (milk cow) 0 0 
Immersion Exposure Time (Chronic) 8,760 hr/yr 8,760 hr/yr 
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Table C-2. Parameters Used in GENII Radiological Assessments (cont) 

Parameter Individual Value Population Value 
Inhalation Exposure Time (Chronic) 2,000 hr/yr 2,000 hr/yr 
Ground Surface Exposure Time (Chronic) 2,000 hr/yr 2,000 hr/yr 
Immersion Exposure Time (Acute) Duration of plume passage Duration of plume _l)_assag_e 
Inhalation Exposure Time (Acute) Duration ofplume p_assage Duration of plume passage 
Ground Surface Exposure Time (Acute) 2 hr 2 hr 
Mass Loading 1 x 10-4 g/m3 1 x 10-4 g/m3 

Switmning Time 12 hr/yr 8.3 hr!yr 
Boating Time 12 hr/yr 8.3 hr/yr 
Other Shoreline Activities Time 12 hr/yr 8.3 hr/yr 
Transit Time for aquatic recreation 2.3 hr 0 hr 
Irrigation Rate 43 in/yr 36 in/yr 
Irrigation Duration 6 mo/yr 6 mo/yr 
Fish Consumption Rate 21 kg/yr 0.1 kg/yr 
Fish Holdup Time 1 d 10 d 
Fish Transit Time 2.3 hr 160 hr 
Mixing Ratio 0.125 4 x w-3 

Average River Flow Rate 13.6 m3/s 23.1 m"/s 
Transit Time to Irrigation Withdrawal 3.8 hr 0 
Drink Water Consumption Rate 0 370 L/yr 
Drinking Water Holdup Time 0 1 d 
Breathing Rate (Chronic) 270 cm3/s 270 cm3/s 
Breathing Rate (Acute) 330 cm3/s 330 em-Is 

Source: WVNS 2000a. 
Acronyms: kg/yr =kilograms per year; d = day; kg/m2 =kilograms per square meter; L/yr = liters per year; 
hr/yr =hours per year; g/m3 =grams per cubic meter; in/yr = inches per year; mo/yr =months per year; m3 /s =cubic 
meters per second; cm3/s =cubic centimeters per second 

80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. The maximally exposed individual was assumed to be at the 
WVDP site boundary because radiation doses were higher at the boundary than at the actual locations of 
nearby residents. 

People were assumed to inhale radioactive material and be exposed to external radiation from radioactive 
material released during the accident. This radioactive material could be released from ground level or 
from a stack, depending on the accident. Two types of atmospheric conditions were used to estimate 
radiation doses, 50 percent atmospheric conditions and 95 percent atmospheric conditions. Fifty percent 
atmospheric conditions are conditions that are not exceeded 50 percent of the time and provide a realistic 
estimate of the likely atmospheric conditions that would exist during an accident. Ninety-five percent 
atmospheric conditions are conditions that are not exceeded 95 percent of the time and provide an upper 
bound on the atmospheric conditions that would exist during an accident. Site-specific meteorological 
data from 1994 through 1998 (WVNS 2000a) were used to determine 50 percent and 95 percent 
atmospheric conditions. 

C.3 RADIONUCLIDE RELEASES FOR NORMAL OPERATIONS 

Under all alternatives, it is assumed that current levels of maintenance, surveillance, heating, ventilation, 
and other routine operations would continue to be required while the actions proposed under each 
alternative were performed. For this EIS, these actions are called ongoing operations. Because ongoing 
operations would not vary among the proposed alternatives, the releases from these actions would be the 
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same across all alternatives. These releases are listed in the WVDP Annual Site Environmental Reports 
for 1995 through 1999 (WVNS 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999a, 2000b ). Stack parameters for these releases are 
listed in Table C-3. 

Table C-3. Stack Parameters for Normal Operations Releases 

Height Diameter Discharge Rate Exit Velocity 
Stack (meters)" _(meters)_ (cubic meters_))_er secondlb (meters per second) 

Process Building 63.4 1.35 23.6 16.49 
(ANSTACK) 
Vitrification Facility 22.86 0.91 11.8 17.98 
(ANVITSK) 
Waste Tank Fann 10.06 0.47 2.12 12.24 
(ANSTSK) 
01/14 Building 22.25 0.6 4.58 16.19 
(ANCSSTK) 

Source: WVNS 1999b. 
a. To convert meters to feet, multiply by 3.2808. 
b. To convert cubic meters to cubic feet, multiply by 0.028317. 

C.4 RADIONUCLIDE RELEASES FOR ACCIDENTS 

The amount of radioactive material released during an accident is known as the source tenn. The units of 
the source term are usually curies. It is the product of several factors, including: 

where: 

MAR 
DR 
ARF 
RF 
LPF 

Source Term= MAR x DR x ARF x RF x LPF 

Material at risk 
Damage ratio 
Airborne release fraction 
Respirable fraction 
Leakpath factor 

The material at risk is the amount of radioactive material (in grams or curies of radioactivity for each 
radionuclide) available to be acted on by a given physical stress. 

The damage ratio is the fraction of the material at risk impacted by the actual accident-generated 
conditions under evaluation. 

The airborne release fraction is the coefficient used to estimate the amount of a radioactive material that 
can be suspended in air and made available for airborne transport under a specific set of induced physical 
stresses. It is applicable to events and situations that are completed during the course of the event. 

The respirable fraction is the fraction of airborne radionuclides as particles that can be transported 
through air and inhaled into the human respiratory system and is commonly assumed to include 
particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter. 
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The leakpath factor is the fraction of airborne materials transported from containment or confinement 
deposition or filtration mechanism (for example, fraction of airborne material in a glovebox leaving the 
glove box under static conditions, fraction of material passing through a high efficiency particulate air 
[HEPA] filter). 

C.4.1 Class A LL W Drum Puncture 

This accident assumed that a drum containing Class A low-level waste (LLW) was punctured during 
handling by a fork of the forktruck. The accident could take place under the No Action Alternative, 
Alternative A, or Alternative B. 

The material at risk for this accident is based on a Class A LL W drum filled with the intermediate 
radionuclide mix from Marschke (200 1 ). The values for the damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are from WVNS (1993a). The frequency of this accident was 
estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-4 lists the material at risk, 
damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this 
accident. 

Table C-4. Source Term for Class A LLW Drum Puncture 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 
Strontium-90 6.7x 10-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 6.7 x w-s 
Cesium-137 8.6 x w-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 8.6 x w-~ 

Plutonium-23 8 2.7 x w-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 2.7 X 10-X 

P1utonium-239 3.8 x w-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 3.8 x w-s 
Plutonium-240 2.7x 10-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 2.7 x w-~ 

Plutonium-241 1.1 x w-2 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 1.1 x w-6 

Americium-241 2.8 x w-s 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 2.8 X 10-9 

Americium-243 8.3 x w-7 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 8.3 x w-ll 
Curium-244 4.o x w-7 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 4.o x w-11 

Acronyms: MAR= matenal at nsk; DR= damage ratto; ARF = airborne release fractton; RF =respirable fractton; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.2 Class A LL W Pallet Drop 

This accident assumed that a pallet containing six Class A LL W drums was dropped during handling and 
the 6 drums were punctured. The accident could take place under the No Action Alternative, Alternative 
A, or Alternative B. 

The material at risk for this accident is based on a Class A LL W drum filled with the intermediate 
radionuclide mix from Marschke (200 1 ). The values for the damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are from WVNS (1993a). The frequency of this accident was 
estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-5 lists the material at risk, 
damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this 
accident. 
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Table C-5. Source Term for Class A LLW Pallet Drop 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 
Strontium-90 4.o x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 4.0 x w-7 

Cesium-137 5.2 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 5.2 x w-7 

Plutonium-238 1.6 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 1.6 x w-7 

Plutonium-239 2.3 X 10-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 2.3 x w-7 

Plutonium-240 1.6 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 1.6 x w-7 

Plutonium-241 0.063 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 6.3 x w-6 

Americium-241 1.7 x w-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 1.7 x w-8 

Americium-243 5.o x w-6 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 5.0 x w-Jo 
Curium-244 2.4x10-6 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 2.4 x w-Jo 

Acronyms: MAR= material at nsk; DR= damage ratw; ARF = mrbome release fractwn; RF = resp1rable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.3 Class A LL W Box Puncture 

This accident assumed that a B-25 box containing 90 cubic feet of Class ALL W was punctured during 
handling by a fork of the forktruck. The accident could take place under the No Action Alternative, 
Alternative A, or Alternative B. 

The material at risk for this accident is based on a Class A LL W box filled with the intermediate 
radionuclide mix from Marschke (200 1 ). The values for the damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are from WVNS (1993a). The frequency of this accident was 
estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-6 lists the material at risk, 
damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this 
accident. 

Table C-6. Source Term for Class A LL W Box Puncture 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 
Strontium-90 8.3 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 8.3 x w-7 

Cesium-137 0.011 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 1.1 x w-6 

Plutonium-23 8 3.3 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 3.3 x w-7 

Plutonium-239 4.6 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 4.6 x w-7 

P1utonium-240 3.3 x w-3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 3.3 x w-7 

Plutonium-241 0.13 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 u x w-s 
Americium-241 3.4 x w-4 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 3.4x 10-8 

Americium-243 1.0 X 10-S 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 1.0 x w-9 

Curium-244 4.9 x w-6 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 4.9 X 10-JO 
Acronyms: MAR= matenal at nsk; DR= damage ratio; ARF = airborne release fractwn; RF = resp1rable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.4 Collapse of Tank SD-2 Vault (Wet) 

For this accident, it is assumed that the occurrence of a severe earthquake greater than six times the 
design basis (0.1 g) causes the roof of Tank 8D-2 and its vault to collapse, exposing the tank contents to 
the atmosphere. In this accident, the contents of the tank were assumed to be wet. The material at risk for 
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Tank 8D-2 was a heel made up of two components, the mobile inventory and the fixed inventory 
(WVNS 200la). The mobile inventory consisted of the liquid at the bottom ofthe tank. This liquid was 
assumed to have an airborne release fraction of 1 x 10-8

. The fixed inventory was assumed to be scoured 
from the sides of the tank by debris falling into the tank during the collapse and have an airborne release 
fraction of 1 x 10·7

• Because of its physical form (particles as opposed to liquid), the zeolite inventory 
was assumed to not be released during the accident. 

This accident could take place under any of the alternatives. The frequency of this accident was estimated 
to be in the range of 10·4 to 10·6 per year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-7 lists the material at risk, damage 
ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-7. Source Term for Tank SD-2 Collapse (Wet) 

Mobile MAR Fixed MAR Mobile Fixed ST 
Nuclide (curies) (curies) DR ARF ARF RF LPF (curies) 

Carbon-14 1.0 x w-3 4.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 x w-8 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 4.1 X 10-IO 

Cobalt-60 0.50 1.2 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 u x w-7 

Nicke1-63 4.1 9.7 1.0 1.0 x w-8 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.0 X 10-6 

Strontium-90 820 39,000 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 3.9 X 10-3 

Technetium-99 0.12 0.68 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 6.9 X 10-S 

Cesium-137 21,000 4,600 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 6.7x 10·4 

P1utonium-241 6.3 1,000 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.0 X 10·4 

Curium-242 0.060 1.4 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.4 X 10·7 

Neptunium-237 7.0x 10-3 0.32 1.0 1.0 x w-8 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 3.2 X 10·8 

Plutonium-238 0.70 120 1.0 1.0 x w-8 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 J.2 X 10-S 

Plutonium-239 0.30 48 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 4.8 x w-6 

Americium-241 5.4 170 1.0 1.0 x w-s 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.1 x w-s 
Americium-243 0.090 2.1 1.0 1.0 x w-8 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 2.1 x w-7 

Curium-244 1.1 25 1.0 1.0 x w-8 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 2.5 X 10·6 

Acronyms: MAR= material at risk; DR= damage ratio; ARF =airborne release fraction; RF = respirable fraction; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term · 

C.4.5 Collapse of Tank SD-2 Vault (Dry) 

For this accident, it is assumed that the occurrence of a severe earthquake greater than six times the 
design basis (0.1 g) causes the roof of Tank 8D-2 and its vault to collapse, exposing the tank contents to 
the atmosphere. In this accident, the contents of the tank were assumed to be dry. The material at risk for 
Tank 8D-2 was a heel made up of two components, the mobile and zeolite inventory, and the fixed 
inventory (WVNS 2001a). The mobile and zeolite inventory was assumed to have dried out at the bottom 
of the tank. This dry material was assumed to have an airborne release factor of 4 x 10-7

. The fixed 
inventory was assumed to be scoured from the sides of the tank by debris falling into the tank during the 
collapse and have an airborne release factor of 1 x 10·7. 

Two phenomena were assumed to control the release of radioactive material following a tank collapse. 
The impact stresses imposed by the falling debris entrain some of the radioactive material in the air 
during the collapse. For the material on the walls of the tank, the fraction airborne was estimated using 
Equation 5-l in DOE ( 1994 ). Using a fall height of 8 meters (27 feet) and a particle density of 2 grams 
per cubic meter, an airborne release fraction of 3 x 1 o-5 was estimated. 

C-10 



Final WVDP Waste Management EJS 

For the solid debris on the bottom of the tank, Section 4.4.3.3.2 of DOE (1994) summarizes experiments 
that have been run to estimate the release fractions when debris falls into various powders. According to 
Volume 2 of DOE (1994), there is only one experiment in which objects were actually dropped on 
powders; Table A-42 of that document summarizes those results. Based on the values listed in the 
"< 10 :m Inhal. PMS Probe" column, the average airborne release fraction is 1.4 x 10-4

. 

The two airborne release fractions derived above were multiplied by 3 x 1 o-3 to obtain the final release 
fractions of 1.0 x 10·7 and 4 x 10·7. The factor of3 x 10-3 accounts for the effectiveness of the falling 
debris to remove entrained respirable particulates. The basis for this removal fraction is a series of 
experiments performed to determine the release fraction of respirable material following an explosion in a 
cell used to assemble nuclear weapons. These cells have roofs consisting of several feet of overburden 
that falls into the cell following an explosion. These experiments show that the falling debris removes 
99.7 percent of the respirable particles. 

This accident could take place under any of the alternatives. The frequency of this accident was estimated 
to be in the range of 10·4 to 10-6 per year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-8 lists the material at risk, damage 
ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-8. Source Term for Tank 8D-2 Collapse (Dry) 

Dry MAR Fixed MAR Dry Fixed 
Nuclide (curies) (curies) DR ARF ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

Carbon-14 1.0 x w-3 4.0 x w-3 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 8.0 X 
10-10 

Cobalt-60 0.50 1.2 1.0 4.o x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 3.2 X 10-7 

Nickel-63 4.1 9.7 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 2.6 X 10-6 

Strontium-90 990 39,000 1.0 4.0 X 10-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 4.3 X 10-3 

Technetium-99 0.12 0.68 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.2 X 10-7 

Cesium-137 130,000 4,600 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 0.054 

P1utonium-241 8.3 1,000 1.0 4.o x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 J.O X 10-4 

Curium-242 0.060 1.4 1.0 4.o x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.6 X 10-7 

Neptunium-237 1.0 x w-3 0.32 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 3.5 X 10-8 

Plutonium-238 0.93 120 1.0 4.o x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.2 X 10-5 

Plutonium-239 0.40 48 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 5.0 X 10-6 

Americium-241 5.4 170 1.0 4.0 x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 1.9x 10-5 

Americium-243 0.090 2.1 1.0 4.o x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 2.4 X 10-7 

Curium-244 1.1 25 1.0 4.o x w-7 1.0 x w-7 1.0 1.0 2.9 X 10-6 

Acronyms: MAR= matenal at nsk; DR= damage ratto; ARF = atrbome release fractton; RF = resptrable fraction; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.6 Drum Cell Drop _ 

This accident assumed that two drums containing solidified LL W from the Drum Cell were dropped. The 
accident could take place under Alternative A or Alternative B. 

The material at risk for this accident is based on a 71-gallon drum filled with solidified LL W 
(WVNS 1993b). The airborne release fraction (DOE 1994) assumed that the cement in the drum was 
solid with a density of 1.8 grams per cubic centimeter (0.065 pound per cubic inch). The fall height for 
the drums was assumed to be 200 centimeters (79 inches), which yields an airborne release fraction of 
7.1 x 10-6

. The damage ratio, respirable fraction, and leakpath factor were assumed to equal one for this 
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accident. The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.01 per year 
(WVNS 2002a). Table C-9 lists the material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable 
fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-9. Source Term for Drum Cell Drop 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

Strontium-90 0.30 1.0 7.1 x w·" 1.0 1.0 2.1 X 10-6 

Cesium-137 2.0 1.0 7.1 x w·" 1.0 1.0 1.4 X 10-S 

Plutonium-238 0.076 1.0 7.1 x w·" 1.0 1.0 5.4 X 10-7 

Plutonium-239 O.Gl5 1.0 7.1 x 10·6 1.0 1.0 1.0 X 10-7 

Plutonium-240 0.011 1.0 7.1 x w-6 1.0 1.0 7.8 X 10_g 

Plutonium-241 0.74 1.0 7.1 x w·" 1.0 1.0 5.2 X 10-6 

Acronyms: MAR= matenal at nsk; DR= damage ratw; ARF =airborne release fractwn; RF =respirable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4. 7 Class C LL W Drum Puncture 

This accident assumed that a drum containing Class C LL W was punctured during handling by a fork of 
the forktruck. The accident could take place under Alternative A or Alternative B. 

The material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are 
from WVNS (1993a). The frequency ofthis accident was estimated to be in the range ofO.l to 0.01 per 
year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-10 lists the material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-10. Source Term for Class C LLW Drum Puncture 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

Strontium-90 0.14 0.10 1.0 x w·3 1.0 1.0 1.4 x 1 o-s 
Cesium-137 0.15 0.10 1.0 x w·3 1.0 1.0 1.5 X 10-S 

Plutonium-238 7.5 x 10·3 0.10 1.0 x w·3 1.0 1.0 7.5 X 10-7 

P1utonium-239 2.1 x w-3 0.10 1.0 X )0 3 1.0 1.0 2.1 X 10-7 

Plutonium-240 1.5 x 10·3 0.10 1.0 x 10·3 1.0 1.0 1.5 X 10-7 

Plutonium-241 0.099 0.10 1.0 x 10·3 1.0 1.0 9.9 X 10-6 

Americium-241 5.7 x 10·3 0.10 1.0 x 10·3 1.0 1.0 5.7 X 10·7 

Americium-243 5.o x w·s 0.10 1.0 X 10·3 1.0 1.0 5.0 X 10-9 

Curium-244 6.0 X 10-4 0.10 1.0 x 10·3 1.0 1.0 6.0 X 10-S 
Acronyms: MAR= material at nsk; DR= damage ratiO; ARF = airborne release fractwn; RF =respirable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.8 Class C LL W Pallet Drop 

This accident assumed that a pallet containing six Class C LL W drums was dropped during handling and 
the 6 drums were punctured. The accident could take place under Alternative A or Alternative B. 

The material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are 
from WVNS ( 1993a). The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of 0.1 to 0.0 1 per 
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year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-11 lists the material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-11. Source Term for Class C LLW Pallet Drop 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

Strontium-90 0.84 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 8.4 x 1 o-5 

Cesium-137 0.90 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 9.0 X 10-5 

Plutonium-238 0.045 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 4.5 X 10-6 

Plutonium-239 0.013 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 1.3 X 10-6 

Plutonium-240 9.0 X 10"3 0.10 1.0 X 10"3 1.0 1.0 9.0 X 10-7 

Plutonium-241 0.59 0.10 1.0 X 10"3 1.0 1.0 5.9 X 10-5 

Americium-241 0.034 0.10 1.0 X 10"3 1.0 1.0 3.4 X 10-6 

Americium-243 3.0 X 10"4 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 3.0 X 10-8 

Curium-244 3.6 X 10-3 0.10 1.0 X 10"3 1.0 1.0 3.6 X 10-7 

Acronyms: MAR= matenal at risk; DR= damage ratw; ARF = atrbome release fractwn; RF =respirable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Tetm 

C.4.9 Class C LL W Box Puncture 

This accident assumed that a B-25 box containing 90 cubic feet of Class C LL W was punctured during 
handling by a fork of the forktruck. The accident could take place under Alternative A or Alternative B. 

The material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are 
from WVNS (1993a). The frequency ofthis accident was estimated to be in the range of0.1 to 0.01 per 
year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-12 lists the material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-12. Source Term for Class C LLW Box Puncture 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

Strontium-90 1.4 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 1.4 X 10-4 

Cesium-137 1.5 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 1.5 X 10-4 

Plutonium-238 0.075 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 7.5 X 10-6 

Plutonium-239 0.021 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 2.1 X 10-6 

Plutonium-240 0.015 0.10 1.0 X 10"3 1.0 1.0 1.5 X 10-6 

Plutonium-241 0.99 0.10 1.0 X 10"3 1.0 1.0 9.9 X 10-5 

Americium-241 0.057 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 5.7 X 10-6 

Americium-243 5.0 X 10-4 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 5.0 X 10-X 

Curium-244 6.0 X 10-3 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 6.0 X 10-7 

Acronyms: MAR= material at risk; DR= damage ratio; ARF =airborne release fraction; RF =respirable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.10 High-Integrity Container Drop 

This accident assumed that a high-integrity container holding radioactive sludge and resin was dropped 
during handling, spilling its contents. The accident could take place under Alternative A or Alternative B. 
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The material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are 
from WVNS (2002a). The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range ofO.l to 0.01 per 
year (WVNS 2002a ). Table C-13 lists the material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-13. Source Term for High-Integrity Container Drop 

Nuclide MAR (curies) DR ARF RF LPF ST (curiesl 

Americium-241 0.18 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 7.2 X 10-6 

P1utonium-239 0.15 1.0 4.0 x 1o-5 1.0 1.0 6.1 X 10-6 

P1utonium-240 0.12 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 4.6 X 10-6 

P1utonium-241 5.7 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 2.3 X 10-4 

P1utonium-238 0.043 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 1.7 X 10-6 

Cesium-137 210 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 8.4 X 10-3 

Cobalt-60 5.2 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 2.1 X 10-4 

Strontium-90 2.2 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 8.7 X 10-S 

Cesium-134 4.5 1.0 4.0 X 10-5 1.0 1.0 1.8 X 10-4 

Acronyms: MAR= material at risk; DR= damage ratio; ARF = airborne release fraction; RF =respirable fraction; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.4.11 CH-TRU Drum Puncture 

This accident assumed that a drum containing contact-handled transuranic (CH-TRU) waste was 
punctured during handling by a fork of the forktruck. The accident could take place under Alternative A 
or Alternative B. 

The material at risk for this accident is from WVNS (2002a). The damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are from WVNS ( 1993a ). The frequency of this accident was 
estimated to be in the range ofO.l to 0.01 per year (WVNS 2002a). Table C-14lists the material at risk, 
damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this 
accident. 

Table C-14. Source Term for CH-TRU Drum Puncture 

Nuclide MAR _{curies}_ DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

P1utonium-238 3.3 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 3.3 X 10-4 

Strontium-90 520 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 0.052 

P1utonium-239 0.85 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 8.5 X 10-5 

P1utonium-240 0.64 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 6.4 X 10-5 

Americium-241 0.62 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 6.2 X 10-5 

P1utonium-241 32 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 3.2 X 10-3 

Curium-244 0.14 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 1.4 X 10-S 

Americium-243 0.045 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 4.5 X 10-6 

Cesium-137 570 0.10 1.0 x w-3 1.0 1.0 0.057 

Uranium-232 0.015 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 1.5 X 10-6 

Americium-242m 7.6 X 10-3 0.10 1.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 7.6 X 10-7 

Acronyms: MAR= matenal at nsk; DR= damage ratio; ARF =airborne release fractwn; RF =respirable fractwn; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 
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C.4.12 Fire in Loadout Bay 

This accident involved a diesel fuel fire in the Remote-Handled Waste Facility as a result of a leak in the 
fuel tank or fuel line of a truck. This fire would involve CH-TRU and remote-handled transuranic 
(RH-TRU) waste. The frequency of this accident was estimated to be in the range of 10-4 to 10-6 per year 
WVNS (2000c). This accident could take place under Alternative A or Alternative B. 

The material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, respirable fraction, and leakpath factor are 
from WVNS (2000c ). Table C-15 lists the material at risk, damage ratio, airborne release fraction, 
respirable fraction, leakpath factor, and source term for this accident. 

Table C-15. Source Term for Fire in Loadout Bay 

Nuclide MAR (curies} DR ARF RF LPF ST (curies) 

Plutonium-238 11 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 6.8 X 10-4 

Americium-241 3.9 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 2.3 x w-4 

Plutonium-239 3.2 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 1.9 x w-4 

Plutonium-240 2.4 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 1.5 x w-4 

Plutonium-241 71 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 4.2 X 10-3 

Cesium-137 180 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 1.0 1.0 11 

Strontium-90 170 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 9.9 x w-3 

Curium-244 0.35 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 2.1 x w-5 

Americium-243 0.17 1.0 6.0 x w-3 0.010 1.0 1.0 x w-5 

Uranium-232 0.051 1.0 6.0 x w-3 0.010 1.0 3.0 x w-6 

Americium-242 0.027 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 1.6 x w-6 

Thorium-228 0.051 1.0 6.0 X 10-3 0.010 1.0 3.1 x w-6 

Americium-242m 0.027 1.0 6.o x w-3 0.010 1.0 1.6 x w-6 

Acronyms: MAR= material at risk; DR= damage ratio; ARF = airborne release fraction; RF =respirable fraction; 
LPF = leakpath factor; ST = Source Term 

C.S ATMOSPHERIC DATA 

Hourly meteorological data collected at West Valley are shown in Tables C-16 and C-17 for 10-meter 
(33-foot) and 60-meter (197 -foot) heights. These data were collected over a 5-year period from 1994 
through 1998 (WVNS 2000a). They are arranged according to direction, atmospheric stability class, and 
wind speed. When the wind was calm (wind speed= 0 meters per second), the data were assigned to 
stability classes weighted by the frequency of each stability class. The "greater than 12 meters per 
second" data were included with the "9.0-12.0 meters per second" data. 

C.6 LOCATIONS OF RECEPTORS 

Locations of receptors near the WVDP site are listed in Table C-18. To provide a realistic estimate of 
maximally exposed individual radiation doses from airborne releases during normal operations, radiation 
doses were evaluated at the locations of nearby residences. For releases from the Process Building, the 
location that yielded the largest radiation dose was at 1,800 meters (5,900 feet) northwest of the WVDP 
site. For airborne releases from the Vitrification Facility, the Waste Tank Farm, and the 01114 Building, 
the location that yielded the largest radiation dose was at 1,900 meters (6,200 feet) north-northwest of the 
WVDP site. Population radiation doses from airborne releases during normal operations included 
contributions from all directions for distances from 0 to 80 kilometers (0 to 50 miles) of the WVDP site. 
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Table C-16. Hours for Combinations of Direction, Stability Class, and Wind Speed Range 
at 10-meter (33-foot) Height for 1994-1998 at the WVDP Sitea 

Direction Stability Wind S :>eed Ran~e (in meters per second) 

From To Class 0.0-1.5 1.5-3.0 3.0-6.0 6.0-9.0 9.0-12.0 > 12.0 

s N A 4 9 21 1 0 0 

ssw NNE A 2 11 16 0 0 0 

sw NE A 1 16 14 0 0 0 

WSW ENE A 2 10 3 0 0 0 

w E A 1 11 3 0 0 0 

WNW ESE A 0 22 40 0 0 0 

NW SE A 1 46 242 2 0 0 

NNW SSE A 0 19 67 6 0 0 

N s A 0 21 20 0 0 0 

NNE ssw A 0 18 12 0 0 0 

NE sw A 0 13 10 0 0 0 

ENE WSW A 0 11 12 0 0 0 

E w A 0 16 9 0 0 0 

ESE WNW A 0 7 6 0 0 0 

SE NW A 0 9 10 0 0 0 

SSE NNW A 2 6 10 0 0 0 

Calms A 0 

s N B 0 23 42 3 0 0 

ssw NNE B 2 34 26 0 0 0 

sw NE B 1 50 27 0 0 0 

WSW ENE B 0 26 10 0 0 0 

w E B 1 34 14 0 0 0 

WNW ESE B 1 67 61 1 0 0 

NW SE B 0 119 241 1 0 0 

NNW SSE B 0 34 95 2 0 0 

N s B 0 24 18 0 0 0 

NNE ssw B 2 28 15 0 0 0 

NE sw B 3 22 10 0 0 0 

ENE WSW B 2 13 4 0 0 0 

E w B 0 15 7 0 0 0 

ESE WNW B 0 10 4 0 0 0 

SE NW B 1 15 16 2 0 0 

SSE NNW B 2 19 40 0 0 0 

Calms B 1 

s N c 5 68 74 0 0 0 

ssw NNE c 3 74 29 0 0 0 

sw NE c 3 102 30 0 0 0 

WSW ENE c 3 48 19 0 0 0 

w E c 2 71 21 0 0 0 

WNW ESE c 8 143 72 2 0 0 
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Table C-16. Hours for Combinations of Direction, Stability Class, and Wind Speed Range 
at 10-meter (33-foot) Height for 1994-1998 at the WVDP Sitea (cont) 

Direction Stability Wind S ~eed Range ( in meters per second) 

From To Class 0.0-1.5 1.5-3.0 3.0-6.0 6.0-9.0 9.0-12.0 > 12.0 

NW SE c 7 203 341 4 0 0 

NNW SSE c 4 95 118 5 0 0 

N s c I 71 30 0 0 0 

NNE ssw c 9 39 II 0 0 0 

NE sw c 5 33 11 0 0 0 

ENE WSW c 3 18 6 0 0 0 

E w c 2 17 20 4 0 0 

ESE WNW c 3 22 14 0 0 0 

SE NW c 5 39 44 2 0 0 

SSE NNW c 2 39 42 9 0 0 

Calms c 0 
s N D 284 929 615 25 0 0 

ssw NNE D 294 938 283 1 0 0 

sw NE D 257 729 181 1 0 0 

WSW ENE D 251 501 96 0 0 0 

w E D 340 827 214 0 0 0 

WNW ESE D 429 1,441 739 1 0 0 

NW SE D 370 2,575 1,816 8 0 0 

NNW SSE D 147 630 492 4 0 0 

N s D 131 421 126 0 0 0 

NNE ssw D 139 261 46 0 0 0 

NE sw D 91 170 29 0 0 0 

ENE WSW D 90 142 117 8 0 0 

E w D 103 161 128 1 0 0 

ESE WNW D 140 314 202 2 0 0 

SE NW D 191 660 698 114 4 0 

SSE NNW D 180 534 797 270 29 3 
Calms D 46 

s N E 810 895 315 10 0 0 

ssw NNE E 446 288 39 0 0 0 

sw NE E 280 59 3 0 0 0 

WSW ENE E 267 41 3 0 0 0 

w E E 290 66 3 0 0 0 
WNW ESE E 317 183 2 0 0 0 

NW SE E 175 267 28 0 0 0 
NNW SSE E 60 34 3 0 0 0 
N s E 38 8 1 0 0 0 
NNE ssw E 38 8 0 0 0 0 
NE sw E 32 9 0 0 0 0 
ENE WSW E 54 8 0 0 0 0 
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Table C-16. Hours for Combinations of Direction, Stability Class, and Wind Speed Range 
at 10-meter (33-foot) Height for 1994-1998 at the WVDP Site3 (cont) 

Direction Stability Wind S 1eed Range (in meters per second) 

From To Class 0.0-1.5 1.5-3.0 3.0-6.0 6.0-9.0 9.0-12.0 > 12.0 

E w E 95 15 4 0 0 0 

ESE WNW E 114 73 7 0 0 0 

SE NW E 275 433 199 3 0 0 

SSE NNW E 575 692 476 94 11 0 

Calms E 219 

s N F 632 98 0 0 0 0 

ssw NNE F 276 9 0 0 0 0 

sw NE F 166 1 0 0 0 0 

WSW ENE F 111 4 0 0 0 0 

w E F 68 7 0 0 0 0 

WNW ESE F 28 2 0 0 0 0 

NW SE F 20 6 0 0 0 0 

NNW SSE F 23 4 0 0 0 0 

N s F 16 0 0 0 0 0 

NNE ssw F 10 1 0 0 0 0 

NE sw F 20 0 0 0 0 0 

ENE WSW F 17 0 0 0 0 0 

E w F 42 1 0 0 0 0 

ESE WNW F 96 14 1 0 0 0 

SE NW F 223 72 3 0 0 0 

SSE NNW F 711 136 10 0 0 0 

Calms F 537 

s N G 696 22 0 0 0 0 

ssw NNE G 168 0 0 0 0 0 

sw NE G 89 0 0 0 0 0 

WSW ENE G 51 1 0 0 0 0 

w E G 16 1 0 0 0 0 

WNW ESE G 4 0 0 0 0 0 

NW SE G 8 0 0 0 0 0 

NNW SSE G 9 0 0 0 0 0 

N s G 5 0 0 0 0 0 

NNE ssw G 4 0 0 0 0 0 

NE sw G 6 0 0 0 0 0 

ENE WSW G 12 0 0 0 0 0 

E w G 16 0 0 0 0 0 

ESE WNW G 53 3 0 0 0 0 

SE NW G 260 27 0 0 0 0 

SSE NNW G 1,197 85 0 0 0 0 

Calms G 611 
Source: WVNS 2000a. 
a. Total hours recorded ( 1994-1998) for wind blowing from the direction and at the speed range indicated. 
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Table C-17. Hours for Combinations of Direction, Stability Class, and Wind Speed Range 
at 60-meter (197-foot) Height for 1994-1998 at the WVDP Site3 

Direction Stability Wind Speed Range (in meters per second) 

From To Class 0.0-1.5 1.5-3.0 3.0-6.0 6.0-9.0 9.0-12.0 > 12.0 

s N A 0 2 15 7 1 0 

ssw NNE A 0 2 22 5 0 0 

sw NE A 0 5 21 12 0 0 

WSW ENE A 0 5 11 5 0 0 

w E A 1 4 16 4 1 0 

WNW ESE A 1 7 87 70 2 0 

NW SE A 0 8 122 59 3 0 

NNW SSE A 0 9 41 21 1 0 

N s A 0 7 34 2 0 0 

NNE ssw A 0 3 26 0 0 0 

NE sw A 0 3 19 0 0 0 

ENE WSW A 0 6 17 0 0 0 

E w A 1 9 19 0 0 0 

ESE WNW A 0 4 6 0 0 0 

SE NW A 1 2 13 1 0 0 

SSE NNW A 1 3 8 1 0 0 

Calms A 1 

s N B 0 8 34 7 2 0 

ssw NNE B 1 3 45 15 1 0 

sw NE B 1 5 72 12 0 0 

WSW ENE B 0 9 42 10 1 0 

w E B 0 16 38 19 0 0 

WNW ESE B 0 31 159 55 6 0 

NW SE B 0 31 168 51 1 0 

NNW SSE B 0 23 72 7 0 0 

N s B 3 14 22 0 0 0 

NNE ssw B 0 21 21 0 0 0 

NE sw B 1 19 16 0 0 0 

ENE WSW B 0 8 10 0 0 0 

E w B 0 7 14 0 0 0 

ESE WNW B 2 9 4 1 0 0 

SE NW B 0 7 15 5 0 0 

SSE NNW B 2 6 29 12 0 0 

Calms B 0 

s N c 4 15 61 11 0 0 

ssw NNE c 2 28 107 9 0 0 

sw NE c 2 30 121 17 0 0 

WSW ENE c 1 29 71 13 0 0 

w E c 0 35 115 14 2 0 

WNW ESE c 1 48 266 79 12 0 
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Table C-17. Hours for Combinations of Direction, Stability Class, and Wind Speed Range 
at 60-meter (197-foot) Height for 1994-1998 at the WVDP Sitea (cont) 

Direction Stability Wind Sr eed Range (in meters per second) 

From To Class 0.0-1.5 1.5-3.0 3.0-6.0 6.0-9.0 9.0-12.0 > 12.0 

NW SE c 3 53 260 41 1 0 
NNW SSE c 4 53 98 15 0 0 
N s c 2 52 45 0 0 0 

NNE ssw c 1 36 22 0 0 0 
NE sw c 4 28 17 0 0 0 
ENE WSW c 1 14 14 1 0 0 
E w c 1 14 21 7 3 0 

ESE WNW c 3 14 15 4 0 0 
SE NW c 1 27 40 4 1 1 

SSE NNW c 0 16 38 14 6 
Calms c 0 

s N D 42 162 475 278 54 5 
ssw NNE D 24 242 908 204 6 0 
sw NE D 29 408 1,334 296 2 0 
WSW ENE D 46 438 1,066 181 2 0 

w E D 49 528 1,737 506 24 0 
WNW ESE D 49 585 2,320 748 32 0 
NW SE D 70 524 1,425 322 8 0 

NNW SSE D 67 311 469 46 0 0 
N s D 82 312 262 14 0 0 
NNE ssw D 84 234 167 1 0 0 
NE sw D 74 193 99 6 0 0 
ENE WSW D 76 105 195 10 3 0 
E w D 62 126 214 12 1 0 

ESE WNW D 85 219 281 33 0 0 
SE NW D 86 371 671 226 53 6 
SSE NNW D 38 227 685 323 204 45 

Calms D 24 
s N E 65 178 523 226 28 1 
ssw NNE E 39 174 728 136 0 0 

sw NE E 38 153 589 69 0 0 

WSW ENE E 30 200 249 6 0 0 
w E E 32 184 299 7 0 0 

WNW ESE E 42 165 286 10 1 0 
NW SE E 47 134 201 6 0 0 
NNW SSE E 56 65 62 0 0 0 

N s E 55 72 10 0 0 0 

NNE ssw E 43 34 4 0 0 0 

NE sw E 36 32 7 0 0 0 

ENE WSW E 40 35 14 0 0 0 
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Table C-17. Hours for Combinations of Direction, Stability Class, and Wind Speed Range 
at 60-meter (197-foot) Height for 1994-1998 at the WVDP Sitea (cont) 

Direction Stability Wind Speed Range (in meters per second) 
From To Class 0.0-1.5 1.5-3.0 3.0-6.0 6.0-9.0 9.0-12.0 > 12.0 

E w E 55 59 14 6 0 0 
ESE WNW E 111 121 42 1 0 0 
SE NW E 224 507 455 50 0 0 
SSE NNW E 166 337 536 207 76 14 

Calms E 59 
s N F 72 100 140 1 0 0 
ssw NNE F 19 87 115 0 0 0 
sw NE F 26 46 66 0 0 0 
WSW ENE F 27 56 30 1 0 0 
w E F 18 50 22 0 0 0 
WNW ESE F 26 55 25 0 0 0 
NW SE F 43 52 35 0 0 0 
NNW SSE F 44 34 13 0 0 0 
N s F 42 8 0 0 0 0 
NNE ssw F 20 4 0 0 0 0 
NE sw F 28 3 0 0 0 0 
ENE WSW F 28 3 0 0 0 0 
E w F 39 7 0 0 0 0 
ESE WNW F 72 35 6 0 0 0 
SE NW F 374 390 162 3 0 0 
SSE NNW F 457 286 134 8 0 0 

Calms F 77 
s N G 99 172 122 1 0 0 
ssw NNE G 36 114 166 1 0 0 
sw NE G 25 87 49 0 0 0 
WSW ENE G 32 68 7 0 0 0 
w E G 20 37 8 0 0 0 
WNW ESE G 21 25 6 0 0 0 
NW SE G 31 44 6 0 0 0 
NNW SSE G 24 16 1 0 0 0 
N s G 15 2 0 0 0 0 
NNE ssw G 19 1 0 0 0 0 
NE sw G 28 0 0 0 0 0 
ENE WSW G 17 2 0 0 0 0 
E w G 27 1 0 0 0 0 
ESE WNW G 63 12 2 0 0 0 
SE NW G 317 369 89 0 0 0 
SSE NNW G 554 511 110 0 0 0 

Calms G 44 
Source: WVNS 2000a. 
a. Total hours recorded (1994-1998) for wind blowing from the direction and at the speed range indicated. 
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Table C-18. Locations of Receptors at WVDP Site (in meters)a 

Direction Site Boundary Distance Nearest Residence Distance 
s 1,958 

ssw 1,806 
sw 1,538 

WSW 1,405 
w 1,051 
WNW 1,051 
NW 1,153 
NNW 1,223 
N 1,598 
NNE 1,604 
NE 1,604 
ENE 1,615 
E 1,856 
ESE 2,430 
SE 2,406 

SSE 2,223 

Sources: WVNS 2000a (site boundary); WVNS 2002b (nearest residence). 
a. To convert meters to feet, multiply by 3.2808. 

2,300 
2,800 
2,100 
2,200 
1,800 
1,200 
1,300 
1,900 
2,500 
2,600 
1,900 
2,000 
2,500 
2,600 
2,900 
3,100 

To provide a conservative estimate of maximally exposed individual radiation doses from airbome 
releases during accidents, radiation doses were evaluated at the WVDP site boundary because radiation 
doses at the site boundary were slightly larger than at nearby residences. For ground-level releases, the 
location that yielded the largest radiation dose was at 1,051 meters (3,448 feet) west-northwest of the 
WVDP site for 95-percent meteorology and at 1,223 meters (4,012 feet) north-northwest for 50-percent 
meteorology. For elevated releases, the location that yielded the largest radiation dose was at 
1,806 meters (5,925 feet) south-southwest of the WVDP site for 95-percent meteorology and 50-percent 
meteorology. 

For accidents, radiation doses for workers were also evaluated at an onsite evaluation point located 
640 meters (2, 100 feet) from the accident. For ground-level releases, the north-northwest direction 
yielded the largest radiation dose for 95-percent meteorology and 50-percent meteorology. For elevated 
releases, the southwest direction yielded the largest radiation dose for 95-percent meteorology and 
50-percent meteorology. 

Population radiation doses from airbome releases during accidents were evaluated for the direction that 
yielded the largest population radiation dose. For ground-level and elevated releases, the north-northwest 
direction yielded the largest population radiation dose for 95-percent meteorology and 50-percent 
meteorology. For distances from 0 to 80 kilometers (0 to 50 miles) of the WVDP site, this direction had a 
population of about 680,000 people. 

C.7 POPULATION DATA 

The 2000 population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site was 1,535,963 (Table C-19). 
This was an increase of about 15 percent since 1990, with most of the growth being in the south em 
suburbs of Buffalo, north and north-northwest ofthe WVDP site. The 2000 population within 
10 kilometer (6.2 miles) ofthe WVDP site was 8,978; this was a decrease of about 2 percent since 1990. 
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Table C-19. 2000 Population Distribution Around the WVDP Site 

Distance in kilometers)" 

Direction 0 to 2 2 to 3 3 to 5 5 to 10 10 to 20 20 to 30 30 to 40 40 to 50 50 to 60 60 to 80 

s 3 6 19 140 998 1,849 5,874 1,420 1,7190 6,109 

ssw 4 3 44 205 540 1,957 2,669 691 437 15,236 

sw 9 4 19 166 780 2,163 2,563 4,148 7,935 54,727 

WSW 13 7 32 167 497 674 2,386 2,304 5,201 13,869 

w 14 13 41 105 390 5,710 1,819 4,129 29,437 10,830 

WNW 20 40 203 68 1,276 7,277 6,140 8,614 0 0 

NW 8 32 58 236 915 5,206 19,405 1,407 0 0 

NNW 1 6 40 2,554 1,518 8,536 59,778 106,966 294,784 213,344 

N 5 10 53 2380 1,680 4,329 24,337 80,620 109,284 112,259 

NNE 7 12 69 306 914 3,824 3,940 5,758 10,979 35,272 

NE 8 14 47 160 1,343 1,649 2,155 2,596 10,031 17,803 

ENE 7 16 40 122 4,082 3,586 1,419 2,218 5,687 26,411 

E 7 12 95 171 1,323 1,376 1,752 4,048 1,600 11,020 

ESE 10 23 64 175 1,411 578 1,127 2,668 4,521 17,611 

SE 22 22 105 318 725 2,689 2,432 3,820 4,541 7,076 

SSE 1 19 40 358 353 698 2,427 24,822 6,562 9,931 

Total 139 239 969 7,631 18,745 52,101 140,223 256,229 508,189 551,498 
a. To convert kilometers to miles, multtply by 0.62137. 

C.S RADIATION DOSES FROM CONTINUED MANAGEMENT FOR WVDP 
WORKERS AND THE PUBLIC 

Total 
(0 to 80) 

33,608 

21,786 

72,514 

25,150 

52,488 

23,638 

27,267 

687,527 

334,957 

61,081 

35,806 

43,588 

21,404 

28,188 

21,750 

45,211 

1,535,963 

Using data from DOE Radiation Exposure Monitoring System (DOE 2001) for 1995 through 1999, the 
average collective radiation dose to workers at the WVDP site was about 15 person-rem per year 
(Table C-20). Over this same time period, the average individual radiation dose to workers at the WVDP 
site was about 59 millirem (mrem) per year. This radiation dose is well below the WVDP site 
administrative control level of 500 mrem per year (WVNS 2001 b). 

Table C-20. Radiation Doses to WVDP Workers from Continued Management Activities 

Number of People Number of People with Collective Dose Individual Dose 
Year Monitored Measurable Doses (person-rem/yr) (mrem/yr) 
1999 1,064 243 12.5 52 
1998 1,115 260 18.2 70 
1997 1,206 174 6.9 40 
1996 1,365 231 11.2 48 
1995 1,518 311 26.9 87 

Average 1,254 244 15 59 

Source: DOE 2001. 

Using data from the West Valley Annual Site Environmental Reports (WVNS 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999a, 
2000b) for 1995 through 1999, the collective radiation dose to people living around the WVDP site from 
airborne releases was about 0.17 person-rem per year (Table C-21 ). The individual radiation dose from 
airborne releases was about 0.021 mrem per year. 
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Table C-21. Radiation Doses to WVDP Members of the Public from Continued Management 
Activities 

Pathwl!Y Individual Dose (mrem/yr) 
Airborne 
1999 0.011 
1998 0.034 
1997 0.049 
1996 8.7x10·3 

1995 4.3 X 104 

Annual Average 0.021 
Waterborne• 
1999 0.056 
1998 0.031 
1997 0.024 
1996 0.067 
1995 0.028 
Annual Average 0.041 
All-Pathways 
1999 0.068 
1998 0.065 
1997 0.073 
1996 0.076 
1995 0.028 
Annual Average 0.062 
Backj!;round 
1999 300 
1998 300 
1997 300 
1996 300 
1995 300 
Annual Average 300 
a. Includes effluents and North Plateau dramage. 
Sources: WVNS 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999a, and 2000b 

Collective Doseiperson-rem/yr) 

0.11 
0.26 
0.39 
0.070 
8.6 x w-3 

0.17 

0.13 
0.067 
0.038 
0.084 
0.094 
0.083 

0.24 
0.33 
0.43 
0.15 
0.10 
0.25 

380,000 
380,000 
380,000 
390,000 
390,000 
380,000 

Over this same time period, radiation doses from waterborne releases, including effluents and North 
Plateau drainage, were estimated to be 0.041 mrem per year for individuals and 0.083 person-rem per 
year for the population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site. 

The collective radiation dose through all exposure pathways (air and water) to people living around the 
WVDP site was about 0.25 person-rem per year. The individual radiation dose through all exposure 
pathways to people living within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site was about 0.062 mrem per 
year. For perspective, the population radiation dose from background radiation to people living within 
80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP site was 380,000 person-rem per year, and the individual radiation 
dose from background radiation to people living within 80 kilometers of West Valley was about 300 
mrem per year. 

C.9 AIR QUALITY 

New York State is divided into nine regions for assessing state ambient air quality. The WVDP site is 
located in Region 9, which is comprised of Niagara, Erie, Wyoming, Chautauqua, Cattaraugus, and 
Allegany counties. The WVDP site and the surrounding area in Cattaraugus County are in attainment 
with the National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards contained in 40 CFR 50 and 
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New York State air quality standards contained in 6 NYCRR 257. The city of Buffalo, located about 
48 km (30 mi) from the WVDP site, is a marginal nonattainment area for ozone (EPA 2002). 

Under all of the proposed alternatives, the primary impacts to air quality would be through the continued 
emission of four criteria pollutants-nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and particulate 
matter-from the two Cleaver Brooks boilers at the WVDP site. These boilers are used to generate steam 
for heating and other processes at the site, and each have a capacity of20.2 million British thermal units 
per hour. Together, these boilers use about 2 million cubic meters (70 million cubic feet) of natural gas 
and about 24,000 liters (6,300 gallons) ofNo. 2 fuel oil per year. The other two criteria pollutants, lead 
and ozone, are produced in insufficient quantities by the boilers for consideration in this analysis. 

Emissions from the boilers are presented in Table C-22. These emissions were calculated using the 
emission factors from Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (EPA 1998) (Chapter 1.3 for fuel 
oil combustion and Chapter 1.4 for natural gas combustion and are for boilers with a capacity of less than 
100 million British thermal units per hour). The particulate matter emissions include both filterable 
particulate matter and condensable particulate matter, and all particulate matter was assumed to have an 
aerodynamic diameter of less than 10 micrometers. Back-up generators at the WVDP site do not 
contribute significantly to these emissions. Other data used in the analysis are listed in Table C-23. 

The SCREEN3 computer code (EPA 1995) was used to model the potential impacts to air quality from 
these emissions. Three analyses were performed: (1) a simple terrain analysis for flat terrain, (2) a 
simple elevated terrain analysis for terrain lower than the physical stack height, and (3) a complex terrain 
analysis for terrain higher than the physical stack height. The simple elevated terrain analysis and the 
complex terrain analysis were performed because of the many hills and valleys around the WVDP site. 
Many offsite locations were examined in these analyses. The nearest location was at 1,051 meters 
(3,450 feet) from the boiler stacks, which corresponds to the nearest the WVDP site boundary location. 
The furthest location was at 50,000 meters (30 miles) from the site. The simple elevated terrain analysis 
yielded the highest estimates of criteria pollutant concentrations (Table C-24). The highest concentrations 
occurred at 1,379 meters (4,524 feet) from the WVDP site. As shown in Table C-24, the concentrations 
of criteria pollutants from the WVDP site emissions are well below the National Primary and Secondary 
Ambient Air Quality Standards contained in 40 CFR 50 and the New York State air quality standards 
contained in 6 NYCRR 257. It should be noted that the background concentrations used in Table C-24 
were from near Buffalo, New York; actual background concentrations near the WVDP site would be 
lower. WVDP emissions of nitrogen dioxide and sulfur dioxide are also well below the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation's annual emission cap of90,700 kilograms (100 tons). 

Table C-22. Annual Criteria Pollutant Emissions from WVDP Boilers (in tonst 

Criteria Pollutant Emissions from Natural Gas Emissions from No. 2 Fuel Oil 
Nitrogen Dioxide 3.5 0.063 
Sulfur Dioxide 0.021 0.22 
Carbon Monoxide 2.9 0.016 
Particulate Matter 0.27 0.010 

Source: EPA 1998. 
a. To convert tons to kilograms, multiply by 907.18. 
Note: Emissions are based on using 70 million cubic feet of natural gas and 6,300 gallons ofNo. 2 fuel oil per year. The boilers 
were assumed to operate 180 days per year. Emissions were calculated using the emission factors from AP-42, Chapter 1.3 for 
fuel oil combustion and AP-42, Chapter 1.4 for natural gas combustion, and are for boilers with a capacity of less than 100 
million British thermal units per hour. 
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Table C-23. Data Used to Model Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

Parameter Value 
Stack Height 7.62 meters (25 feet) 
Stack Diameter 0.6096 meter (24 inches) 
Stack Velocity 8 meters per second (26 feet per second) 
Stack Temperature 154°C (427°K) 
Ambient Temperature 20°C (293°K) 
Boiler Capacity 20.2 million British thermal units per hour 
Boiler Operating Time 180 days per year 
Minimum site boundary distance 1,051 meters (3,450 feet) 
Maximum distance 50,000 meters (30 miles) 
Maximum sulfur content of No.2 fuel oil 0.5 percent 
Excess oxygen 3 percent 
Fuel factor (natural gas) 8.710 dry standard cubic feet per million British thermal units 
1-hour averaging time to 3-hour averaging time 0.9 (a) 
multiplying factor 
1-hour averaging time to 8-hour averaging time 0.7 (a) 
multiplying factor 
1-hour averaging time to 24-hour averaging time 0.4 (a) 
multiplying factor 
1-hour averaging time to annual averaging time 0.08 (a) 
multiplying factor 

Source: EPA 1992. 

Table C-24 also shows the regional background concentrations of the criteria pollutants as measured near 
Buffalo, New York (EPA 2001). When combined with concentrations from WVDP emissions, the 
resulting total concentrations are also below the National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality 
Standards contained in 40 CPR 50 and the New York State air quality standards contained in 
6NYCRR257. 

Air emissions ofradionuclides from WVDP, are regulated by the EPA under the National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations, 40 CPR Part 61, Subpart H, National 
Emission Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides other than Radon from Department of Energy 
Facilities. Annual reporting of the radionuclide emissions for calendar year 2000 was less than 
0.1 percent ofEPA's standards (WVNS, 2001). 

C.lO OFFSITE IMPACTS 

This section describes how the data in Table 2-6 were derived from the Final Waste Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of 
Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE 1997a) (WM PElS), the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Disposal 
Phase Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DOE 1997b) (WIPP SEIS-11), and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repositmyfor the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and 
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE 2002) (Yucca Mountain 
Repository EIS). 

LL W and Mixed LL W Disposal at Hanford, NTS, or a Commercial Disposal Site such as 
Envirocare. In the WM PElS, DOE analyzed the potential environmental impacts of managing (treating, 
storing, or disposing of) LLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste, high-level waste (HLW), and hazardous waste. 
For each waste type, DOE considered a Decentralized Alternative (DOE sites where waste was currently 

C-26 



Final WVDP Waste Management EJS 

Table C-24. Criteria Pollutant Concentrations from WVDP Boiler Emissions 
and Regional Background 

Concentration 
Averaging From WVDP Background Total 

Criteria Pollutant Time Standarda,b Emissionsb,c Concentrationb,d Concentrationb 
1 oog.h.I 

Nitrogen dioxide Annual (0.053 ppm) 1.5 41 42 
40,000g,J 

Carbon monoxide 1 hour (35 ppm) 15 5,800 5,800 
10,000g,I 

Carbon monoxide 8 hours (9 ppm) 11 3,200 3,200 
80g,i 

Sulfur dioxide Annual (0.03 ppm) 0.10 17 17 
365g,J 

Sulfur dioxide 24 hours (0.14 ppm) 0.50 63 64 
1,300h,l 

Sulfur dioxide 3 hours (0.5 ppm) 1.1 160 160 
Particulate mattere Annual 50g,h 0.11 21 21 
Particulate matter1 24 hours 150g,h 0.56 61 61 

235g,h 

Ozone 1 hour (0.12 ppm) ( --) 210 210 

Lead Quarterly 1.5g,h ( --) 0.03 0.03 

Percent of 
Standard 

42 

14 

32 

22 

17 

12 
42 
41 

89 
2 

a. Standards from 40 CFR 50, NatiOnal Pnmary and Secondary Ambient Air Quahty Standards and 6 NYCRR 257, Air Quahty 
Standards. Comparisons to the standards for particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 micrometers and the 
8-hour ozone standard were not made because these standards have been remanded to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency by the U.S. Court of Appeals. 

b. Units in micrograms per cubic meter. Parts per million not calculated for substances that do not exist as a gas or vapor at 
normal room temperature and pressure. 

c. The maximum criteria pollutant concentrations from WVDP boiler emissions were located I ,3 79 meters ( 4,524 feet) from the 
WVDP site. 

d. Source: EPA 200 I. Background concentrations were measured near Buffalo, New York. 
e. Annual state standard is 45 to 75 micrograms per cubic meter according to level designation. 
f. 24-hour state standard is 250 micrograms per cubic meter. 
g. National primary ambient air quality standard. 
h. National secondary ambient air quality standard. 
i. New York State air quality standard. 

generated or stored), one or more Regionalized Alternatives (a few DOE sites at various locations across 
the nation), and one or more Centralized Alternatives (one DOE site). Of particular relevance to this 
WVDP Waste Management EIS, the WM PElS described human health impacts of disposing of 
L5 million cubic meters (53.5 million cubic feet) ofLLW at Hanford (Centralized Alternative 3) or NTS 
(Centralized Alternative 4) and disposing of219,000 cubic meters (7.8 million cubic feet) of mixed LLW 
at Hanford (Centralized Alternative) or NTS (Regionalized Alternative 3) (WM PElS, Section L5 and 
Table 1-6.2). 

For these two waste types, the WVDP waste represents less than 2 percent of the total waste volume from 
all DOE sites analyzed in the WM PElS (for Class A waste, the WVDP represents 0.3 percent of the total 
LL W volume; for LL W, the WVDP waste represents 1.3 percent of the total LL W volume; and for mixed 
LLW, the WVDP waste represents 0.1 percent ofthe total mixed LLW volume). Because impacts, 
particularly human health impacts, are directly related to waste volume, the impacts of managing WVDP 
LL W and mixed LL W at either Hanford or NTS would be no more than 2 percent of the total impacts at 
those sites, as described in the WM PElS. Table 2-6 shows the potential human health impacts of 
disposing ofWVDP LLW and mixed LLW at Hanford or NTS. These impacts are 2 percent of the 

C-27 



Final WVDP Waste Management EJS 

impacts described in the site data tables for those sites in Volume II of the WM PElS. The impacts of the 
disposal of these waste types at Envirocare are assumed to be similar to impacts at Hanford. 

TRU Waste Interim Storage at Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, or SRS. The WM PElS also analyzed the 
treatment and interim storage of differing volumes ofTRU waste from several DOE sites (including 
WVDP) at Hanford, INEEL, ORNL, or SRS (Regionalized Alternative 3). Table 2-6 shows the potential 
human health impacts of all TRU waste treatment and interim storage at those sites as stated in the WM 
PElS. Because the WVDP TRU waste to be stored at those sites would not be treated and would be a 
smaller volume than that analyzed in the WM PElS (and included in Table 2-6), the data in Table 2-6 
substantially overstate the potential impacts of storing WVDP TRU waste at those sites. 

TRU Waste Interim Storage at WIPP. The WM PElS analyzed the treatment ofTRU waste generated 
at most DOE sites at WIPP (Centralized Alternative). Table 2-6 shows the potential human health 
impacts ofWVDP TRU waste interim storage at WIPP. These impacts are the impacts described in the 
WIPP SEIS-II for TRU waste treatment at WIPP. Because the volume ofWVDP TRU waste is less than 
the volume analyzed in the WM PElS, and because the impacts of interim storage at WIPP would be less 
than the impacts ofTRU waste treatment at that site, the data in Table 2-6 substantially overstate the 
potential impacts ofWVDP TRU waste interim storage at WIPP. 

HL W Interim Storage at Hanford or SRS. With respect to HL W storage, the WM PElS analyzed the 
interim storage of340 canisters ofWVDP HLW at Hanford (Regionalized Alternative 2) and SRS 
(Regionalized Alternative 1). Table 2-6 shows the potential human health impacts ofWVDP HLW 
interim storage at these sites as originally reported in the site data tables for Hanford and SRS (Volume II 
of the WM PElS). The impacts of interim storage of WVDP HL W would be slightly less because the 
volume ofWVDP HLW (300 canisters) is slightly less than the volume ofWVDP HLW analyzed in the 
WM PElS (340 canisters). 

TRU Waste Disposal at WIPP. The WIPP SEIS-11 analyzed the potential environmental impacts of the 
shipment of all TRU waste to WIPP for treatment prior to disposal. TRU waste generated and stored at 
WVDP represents less than 1 percent of the total inventory to be disposed of at WIPP (175,580 cubic 
meters [6.2 million cubic feet]). Table 2-6 shows the expected human health impacts of disposing of 
WVDP TRU waste at WIPP. These impacts are 1 percent of the impacts reported in the WIPP SEIS-11 
(WIPP SEIS-11, Section 3.4, Table 3-18). 

HLW Disposal at Yucca Mountain. The Yucca Mountain Repository EIS analyzed the potential 
environmental impacts of the disposal of 70,000 metric tons of heavy metal of HL W and spent nuclear 
fuel at the Yucca Mountain Repository. The 300 canisters ofHLW (approximately 690 metric tons of 
heavy metal)' at WVDP represent approximately 1 percent ofthe total inventory ofHLW and spent 
nuclear fuel to be disposed of at Yucca Mountain. Table 2-6 shows the expected human health impacts of 
disposing ofWVDP HLW waste at the Yucca Mountain Repository. These impacts are 1 percent of the 
impacts reported in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS (Yucca Mountain Repository EIS, Section 2.4.1, 
Table 2-7). 

C.ll BIOTA SCREENING PROCEDURE 

DOE's graded approach for evaluating radiation doses to aquatic and terrestrial biota consists of a 
three-step process designed to guide a user from an initial, conservative general screening to, if needed, a 

1 DOE estimates that each WYDP HL W canister contains 2.3 metric tons of heavy metal. Thus, 300 canisters 
would contain 690 metric tons of heavy metal. This volume is 1 percent of the 70,000 metric tons of heavy metal 
analyzed in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. 
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more rigorous analysis using site-specific information (DOE 2002c). The three-step process includes: 
(1) assembling radionuclide concentration data and knowledge of sources, receptors, and routes of 
exposure for the area to be evaluated, (2) applying a general screening methodology that provides limiting 
radionuclide concentration values (i.e., biota concentration guides in soil, sediment, and water), and (3) if 
needed, conducting an analysis through site-specific screening, site-specific analysis, or an actual site
specific biota dose assessment. 

Internal and external sources of dose (and their contributing exposure pathways) are incorporated in the 
derivation of the graded approach methodology. Sufficient prudence has been exercised in developing 
each assumption and default parameter value to ensure that the resulting biota concentration guides are 
appropriately conservative. In the event that an individual default parameter value is subsequently found 
to be an upper-end value but not the "most limiting" value for a unique site-specific exposure scenario, 
the other prudent assumptions and default parameter values will ensure that the biota concentration guides 
(and resultant doses to biota) should continue to carry the appropriate degree of conservatism for 
screenmg purposes. 

Biota concentration guides were derived for aquatic animal, riparian animal, terrestrial plant, and 
terrestrial animal reference organisms. The dose rate limits used to derive the biota concentration guides 
for each organism type are 1 rad per day, 0.1 rad per day, 1 rad per day, and 0.1 rad per day, respectively. 
While existing effects data support the application of these dose limits to representative individuals within 
populations of plants and animals, the assumptions and parameters applied in deriving the biota 
concentration guides are based on a maximally exposed individual, representing a conservative approach 
for screening purposes. 

The contribution to dose from external radioactive material was estimated assuming that all of the 
ionizing radiation was deposited in the organism (i.e., no pass-through and no self-shielding). This is 
conservative and is tantamount to assuming that the radiosensitive tissues of concern (the reproductive 
tissues) lie on the surface of a very small organism. For external exposure to contaminated soil, the 
source was presumed to be infinite in extent. In the case of external exposure to contaminated sediment 
and water, the source was presumed to be semi-infinite in extent. The source medium to which the 
organisms are continuously exposed is assumed to contain uniform concentrations of radionuclides. 
These assumptions provide for appropriately conservative estimates of energy deposition in the organism 
from external sources of radiation exposure. 

The contribution to dose from internal radioactive material was conservatively estimated assuming that all 
of the decay energy is retained in the tissue of the organism, (i.e., 100 percent absorption). Progeny of 
radionuclides and their decay chains are also included. This overestimates internal exposure, as the 
lifetimes of many of the biota of interest are generally short compared to the time for the build-up of 
progeny for certain radionuclides. The radionuclides are presumed to be homogeneously distributed in 
the tissues of the receptor organism. This is unlikely to underestimate the actual dose to the tissues of 
concern (i.e., reproductive organs). A radiation weighing factor of 20 for alpha particles is used to 
calculate the biota concentration guides for all organism types. This is conservative, especially if 
nonstochastic effects are most important in determining harm to biota. 

The limiting concentration in an environmental medium was calculated by first setting a target total dose 
(e.g., 1 rad per day for aquatic organisms and terrestrial plants, or 0.1 rad per day for riparian and 
terrestrial animals) and then back-calculating to the medium concentration (i.e., the biota concentration 
guide) necessary to produce the applicable dose from radionuclides in the organism (internal dose), plus 
the external dose components from radionuclides in the environment (external dose). 
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APPENDIXD 

TRANSPORTATION 

This appendix summarizes the methods and results of analysis for determining the environmental impacts 
of radioactive materials transportation on public highways and rail systems. The impacts are presented by 
alternative and include doses and health effects. 

D.2 TRANSPORTATION REGULATIONS 

The regulatory standards for packaging and transporting radioactive materials are designed to achieve 
four primary objectives: 

• Protect persons and property from radiation emitted from packages during transportation, by specific 
limitations on the allowable radiation levels; 

• Provide proper containment of the radioactive material in the package (achieved by packaging design 
requirements based on performance-oriented packaging integrity tests and environmental criteria); 

• Prevent nuclear criticality (an unplanned nuclear chain reaction that may occur as a result of 
concentrating too much fissile material in one place); and 

• Provide physical protection against theft and sabotage during transit. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation regulates the transportation of hazardous materials in interstate 
commerce by land, by air, and on navigable water. As outlined in a 1979 Memorandum ofUnderstanding 
(MOU) with the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), the Department of Transportation 
specifically regulates the carriers of radioactive materials and the conditions of transport such as routing, 
handling and storage, and vehicle and driver requirements. The Department of Transportation also 
regulates the labeling, classification, and marking of radioactive material packages. 

The NRC regulates the packaging and transport of radioactive material for its licensees, which includes 
commercial shippers of radioactive materials. Under an agreement with the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, the NRC sets the standards for packages containing fissile materials and Type B 
packages. The NRC also establishes safeguards and security regulations to minimize the theft, diversion, 
or attack on certain shipments. 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), through its management directives, orders, and contractual 
agreements, ensures the protection of public health and safety by imposing standards on its transportation 
activities that are equivalent to those of the NRC and Department of Transportation. DOE has the 
authority, granted by a 1973 MOU between the Department of Transportation and the Atomic Energy 
Commission, to certify DOE-owned packages. DOE may design, procure, and certify its own packages, 
for use by DOE and its contractors, if the packages provide for a level of safety that is equivalent to that 
provided in Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 71. 

The U.S. Department of Transportation also has requirements that help reduce transportation impacts. 
For example, there are requirements for drivers, packaging, labeling, marking, and placarding. There are 
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also requirements that specifY the maximum dose rate associated with radioactive material shipments, 
which help reduce incident-free transportation doses. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency is responsible for establishing policies for, and 
coordinating civil emergency management, planning, and interaction with, federal executive agencies that 
have emergency response functions in the event of a transportation incident. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency coordinates federal and state participation in developing emergency response plans 
and is responsible for the development of the interim Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan. 
This plan is designed to coordinate federal support to state and local governments, upon request, during 
the event of a transportation incident. 

Other agencies regulating the handling and transport of radioactive materials include the U.S. Postal 
Service, the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

Radioactive materials are transported in Excepted packages, Industrial packages, Type A packages, or 
Type B packages. The amount of radioactive material determines which package must be used. Excepted 
packages are used to transport materials with extremely low levels of radioactivity and must meet only 
general design requirements. Industrial packages are used to transport materials which present a limited 
hazard to the public and environment, such as contaminated equipment and radioactive waste solidified in 
materials such as concrete. 

Type A packages are used to transport radioactive materials with higher concentrations of radioactivity 
such as low-level radioactive waste (LL W). Type A packages are designed to retain their radioactive 
contents in normal transport. Under normal conditions, a Type A package must withstand: 

• Hot (158 degrees Celsius [70 degrees Fahrenheit]) and cold (-40 degrees Celsius [-40 degrees 
Fahrenheit]) temperatures 

• Pressure changes of3.6 pounds per square inch 

• Normal vibration experienced during transportation 

• Simulated rainfall of 5 centimeters (2 inches) per hour for 1 hour 

• Free drop from 0.3 to 1 meter (1 to 4 feet), depending on the package weight 

• Comer drop test 

• Compression test 

• Impact of a 6-kilogram (13.2-pound) steel cylinder with rounded ends dropped from 1 meter (3 feet) 
onto the most vulnerable surface of the cask. 

Type B packages are used to transport materials with radioactivity levels higher than those allowed for 
Type A packages. Type B packages are designed to retain their radioactive contents in both normal and 
accident conditions. In addition to the normal conditions outlined above, under accident conditions a 
Type B package must withstand: 
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• Free drop for 9 meters (30 feet) onto an unyielding surface in a way most likely to cause damage to 
the cask 

• For some low-density, light-weight packages, a dynamic crush test consisting of dropping a 
500-kilogram (1,100-pound) mass from 9 meters (30 feet) onto the package resting on an unyielding 
surface 

• Free drop from 1 meter ( 40 inches) onto the end of a IS-centimeter ( 6-inch) diameter vertical steel bar 

• Exposure for not less than 30 minutes to temperatures of 800 degrees Celsius ( 1,4 7 5 degrees 
Fahrenheit) 

• For all packages, immersion in at least 15 meters (50 feet) of water for 8 hours 

• For some packages, immersion in at least 0.9 meter (3 feet) of water for 8 hours in an orientation most 
likely to result in leakage 

• For some packages, immersion in at least 200 meters (660 feet) of water for 1 hour. 

Compliance with these requirements is demonstrated by using a combination of simple calculational 
methods, computer modeling techniques, or full-scale or scale-model testing of casks. 

D.3 TRANSPORTATION ROUTES 

To assess incident-free and transportation accident impacts, route characteristics were determined for 
shipments from the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP) Site to Envirocare in Clive, Utah; the 
Hanford Site in Richland, Washington; the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory 
(INEEL); the Nevada Test Site (NTS) in Mercury, Nevada; the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) 
in Tennessee; the Savannah River Site (SRS) in Aiken, South Carolina; and the Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant (WIPP) in Carlsbad, New Mexico. Representative highway and rail routes were analyzed using the 
routing computer code WebTRAGIS (Johnson and Michelhaugh 2000). 1 The routes were calculated 
using current routing practices and applicable routing regulations and guidelines. Route characteristics 
include total shipment distance between each origin and destination and the fractions of travel in rural, 
suburban, and urban population density zones. Population densities were detennined using data from the 
2000 census. Table D-1 shows the truck and rail route distances and the population densities along the 
proposed routes. 

The WebTRAGIS computer code predicts highway routes for transporting radioactive materials within 
the United States. The WebTRAGIS database is a computerized road atlas that currently describes 
approximately 386,000 kilometers (240,000 miles) of roads. Complete descriptions of the interstate 
highway system, U.S. highways, most of the principal state highways, and a number oflocal and 
community highways are identified in the database. The WebTRAGIS computer code calculates routes 
that maximize the use of interstate highways. This feature allows the user to determine routes for 
shipment of radioactive materials that conform to U.S. Department of Transportation regulations (as 
specified in 49 CFR Part 397). The calculated routes conform to applicable guidelines and regulations 
and therefore represent routes that could be used. However, they may not be the actual routes used in the 

1 There is direct rail access to Envirocare, the Hanford Site, INEEL, ORNL, SRS, and WIPP. There is no direct rail 
access to NTS, including Yucca Mountain. 
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Origin 
Truck Routes 
WVDP 

SRS 

IN EEL 
ORNL 
Hanford 

Rail Routes" 
WVDP 

------

Table D-1. Truck and Rail Route Distances and Population Densities 

Distances Population Densities 
(in kilometers)" (in person per square kilometer)b 

Destination Rural I Suburban Urban Rural Suburban Urban 

Envirocare 2,505.2 659.5 81.5 11.6 303.3 2,352.1 
SRS 856.3 583.1 35.4 17.7 309.0 2,197.5 
Hanford 3,222.1 792.0 82.2 11.2 294.5 2,309.8 
W1PP 2,482.8 1,225.0 77.1 15.3 292.1 2,115.7 
NTS/Yucca Mountain 3,055.0 756.7 115.9 11.0 308.9 2,468.1 
IN EEL 2,642.9 702.3 70.3 11.8 295.2 2,325.3 
ORNL 716.4 517.1 25.2 19.3 291.5 2,110.5 
WIPP 1,729.6 650.8 64.4 13.2 315.6 2,172.5 
NTS/Yucca Mountain 3,253.7 893.2 137.2 11.0 333.7 2,393.5 
WIPP 1,952.1 266.0 42.8 6.9 356.2 2,293.6 
WIPP 1,647.1 538.6 67.8 12.7 328.2 2,263.6 
WIPP 2,531.3 355.7 54.7 7.2 339.3 2,277.2 
NTS/Y ucca Mountain 1,507.7 299.1 75.3 8.6 345.4 2,537.9 

Envirocare 2,778.9 502.5 176.1 8.2 423.4 2,482.9 
SRS 1,284.6 430.1 96.9 15.3 391.4 2,486.0 
Hanford 3,471.5 559.6 176.9 6.3 413.2 2,477.1 
WIPP 2,491.5 372.9 117.3 7.4 437.9 2,448.8 
NTS/Yucca Mountain (rail portion 3,172.5 507.8 176.3 7.4 421.8 2,482.8 
of route) 
NTS/Y ucca Mountain (truck portion 517.71 4.18 0.16 1.08 577.00 1,764.67 
of route) 
IN EEL 2,839.1 490.0 159.9 8.2 414.3 2,487.0 
ORNL 827.6 329.6 97.6 15.2 

-
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Table D-1. Truck and Rail Route Distances and Population Densities (cont) 

Distances Population Densities 
(in kilometers)" (in person per square kilometer)b 

Origin Destination Rural Suburban Urban Rural Suburban Urban 
Rail Routes (contf 
SRS WIPP 2,512.2 421.6 78.7 9.9 415.7 2,188.4 

NTS/Yucca Mountain (rail portion 3,479.1 550.9 125.5 7.4 418.6 2,280.7 
of route) 
NTS/Yucca Mountain (truck portion 517.71 4.18 0.16 1.08 577.00 1,764.67 
of route) 

IN EEL WIPP 2,169.7 162.2 42.5 3.6 421.8 2,292.5 
ORNL WIPP 2,458.6 360.4 63.8 8.0 388.7 2,241.2 
Hanford WIPP 2,986.1 214.0 57.2 3.7 428.8 2,262.3 

NTS/Yucca Mountain (rail pmtion 1,597.5 124.3 38.0 4.7 400.2 2,370.1 
of route} 
NTS/Yucca Mountain (truck portion 517.71 4.18 0.16 1.08 577.00 1,764.67 
of route) 

---- --

Acronyms: WVDP =West Valley Demonstration Project; SRS= Savannah River Site; WIPP= Waste Isolation Pilot Plant; NTS =Nevada Test Site; INEEL =Idaho National 
Engineering and Environmental Laboratory; ORNL =Oak Ridge National Laboratory. 
a. To convert kilometers to miles, multiply by 0.62137. 
b. To convert people per square kilometer to people per square mile, multiply by 2.59. 
c. Envirocare, SRS, Hanford, WIPP. INEEL, and ORNL have direct rail access. NTS does not have direct rail access. 
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future. The code is updated periodically to reflect current road conditions, and it has been benchmarked 
against reported mileages and observations of commercial truck firms. 

The WebTRAGIS computer code also is designed to simulate the routing of the U.S. rail system. The 
WebTRAGIS database consists of94 separate subnetworks and represents various competing rail 
companies in the United States. The database used by WebTRAGIS was originally based on Federal 
Railroad Administration data and reflected the U.S. railroad system in 1974. The database has since been 
expanded and modified over the past two decades. Standard assumptions in the WebTRAGIS computer 
code were applied to the routes analyzed for this EIS and simulate the selection process railroads used to 
direct shipments of radioactive material. Currently, there are no specific routing regulations for 
transporting radioactive material by rail. WebTRAGIS is updated periodically to reflect current track 
conditions, and it has been benchmarked against reported mileages and observations of commercial rail 
firms. 

Because there is no rail access to the NTS, it was assumed that radioactive waste would be shipped to 
Nevada by rai_l to an intermodal transfer facility in Nevada and then shipped from the intermodal transfer 
facility to NTS by truck. 

D.4 SHIPMENTS 

Radioactive material shipments associated with the proposed alternatives are assumed to be transported 
by either truck or rail. At this time, insufficient data exist to determine what fraction of shipments would 
be shipped by either transport mode. Therefore, the transportation analysis assumed that radioactive 
materials would be shipped 100 percent by truck and 100 percent by rail to bound potential impacts. 

Several types of containers were assumed to be used to transport the radioactive waste evaluated in this 
environmental impact statement (EIS). The types of containers, their volumes, and the numbers of 
containers in a shipment are listed in Table D-2. Table D-3 lists the waste volumes, numbers of 
containers, and numbers of shipments for each alternative evaluated in the EIS. In Tables D-2 and D-3, a 
shipment is defined as the amount of waste transported on a single truck or a single railcar. There may be 
multiple railcars per train, but the data used in the transportation analysis and the resulting transportation 
impacts are based on the number of railcars that are transported. For example, rail accident rates are 
based on the number of accidents per railcar-mile, not on the number of accidents per train-mile. 

The waste volumes used in this EIS were based on current waste volumes and future projections. These 
volumes were then escalated by about 10 percent to account for the uncertainties in future waste 
projections, packaging efficiency, and the choice of shipping container. Using this process, 
contact-handled transuranic (CH-TRU) waste was escalated from 1,019 cubic meters (36,000 cubic feet) 
to 1,133 cubic meters (40,000 cubic feet); remote-handled transuranic (RH-TRU) waste was escalated 
from 227 cubic meters (8,000 cubic feet) to 255 cubic meters (9,000 cubic feet); and LLW was escalated 
from 12,743 cubic meters (450,000 cubic feet) to 14,158 cubic meters (500,000 cubic feet). Drum Cell 
waste was not escalated because actual container counts are known. The volume of Drum Cell waste was 
based on 19,877 71-gallon drums and an additional500 71-gallon drums containing sodium-bearing 
waste. All Drum Cell waste and sodium-bearing waste was assumed to be Class C LL W. This yields a 
volume of 5,477 cubic meters (193,405 cubic feet), so the total volume ofLLW analyzed was 
19,635 cubic meters (693,405 cubic feet). The escalated volume includes 223 cubic meters (7,889 cubic 
feet) of mixed LLW. 
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Table D-2. Waste Types and Containers 

Container Effective Number of 
Volume Volume Containers per 

Waste Type Container (fet (fe> Shipment 
Class A LLW B-25 box 90 81 14 (truck) 

28 (rail) 
Class A LLW 55-gallon drum 7.65 6.885 84 (truck) 

168 (rail) 
Class B LLW HlCb 100 90 1 (truck) 

4 (rail) 
Class B LLW 55-gallon drum 7.65 6.885 84 (truck) 

168 (rail) 
Class C LLW H1C 100 90 1 (truck) 

4 (rail) 
Class C LLW 71-gallon drumc 9.5 9.5 24 (truck) 

96 (rail}_ 
Class C LLW 55-gallon drumd 7.65 6.885 10 (truck) 

40 (rail) 
CH-TRU 55-gallon drume 7.65 6.885 42 (truck) 

42 (rail) 
RH-TRU 55-gallon drum1 7.65 6.885 10 (truck) 

40(rail) 
MLLW 55-gallon drum 7.65 6.885 84 (truck) 

168 (rail) 
HLW Canister NN NA 1 (truck) 

5 (rail) 

Acronyms: LLW =low-level radioactive waste; HIC =high-integrity container; CH-TRU =contact-handled 
transuranic waste; RH-TRU = remote-handled transuranic waste; MLL W =mixed low-level waste; HL W =high-level 
radioactive waste. 
a. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028317. 
b. High-integrity containers were assumed to be shipped in a Type B shipping container. 
c. Solidified waste from the Drum Cell. 
d. Class C drums were assumed to be shipped in a Type B shipping container holding I 0 drums. 
e. CH-TRU waste drums were assumed to be shipped in a Type B TRUPACT-II shipping container, which holds 14 

drums. A truck or rail shipment was assumed to hold three TRUP ACT -II shipping containers. 
f. RH-TRU waste drums were assumed to be shipped in a Type B shipping container holding I 0 drums. 
g. NA =not applicable. 

D.S INCIDENT-FREE TRANSPORTATION 

Radiological dose during normal, incident-free transportation of radioactive materials results from 
exposure to the external radiation field that surrounds the shipping containers. The dose is a function of 
the number of people exposed, their proximity to the containers, their length of time of exposure, and the 
intensity of the radiation field surrounding the containers. 

Radiological impacts were determined for crew workers and the general population during normal, 
incident-free transportation. For truck shipments, the crew were drivers of the shipment vehicles. For rail 
shipments, the crew were workers in close proximity to the shipping containers during inspection or 
classification of railcars. The general population was the individuals within 800 meters (2,625 feet) of the 
road or railway (off-link), sharing the road or railway (on-link), and at stops. Collective doses for the 
crew and general population were calculated using the RADTRAN 5 computer code 
(Neuhauser et al. 2000). 
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Table D-3. Waste Volumes, Containers, and Shipments By Alternative 

No Action Alternative Alternative A Alternative B 
Volume Number of Number of Volume Number of Number of Volume Number of Number of 

Waste Type eret Containers Shipments ere) Containers Shipments ere) Containers Shipments 
Class A LLW 87 (truck) 311 (truck) 311 (truck) 
(boxes) 97,649 1,206 44 (rail) 351,586 4,341 !56 (rail) 351,586 4,341 156 (rail) 
Class A LLW 82 (truck) 144 (truck) 144 (truck) 
(dnuns) 47,351 6,878 41 (rail) 83,014 12,508 72 (rail) 83,014 12,508 72 (rail) 
Class B LLW 428 (truck) 428 (truck) 
(HIC) 0 0 0 38,500 428 I 07 (rail) 38,500 428 107(rail) 
Class B LLW I (tmck) I (truck) 
(drums) 0 0 0 194 29 I (rail) 194 29 I (rail) 
Class C LLW 141 (truck) 141 (truck) 
(HI C) 0 0 0 12,618 141 36 (rail) 12,618 141 36 (rail) 
ClassC LLW 
(55-gallon 91 (truck) 91 (truck) 
dnuns) 0 0 0 6,198 901 23 (rail) 6,198 901 23 (rail) 
Class C LLW 
(71-gallon 850 (truck) 850 (tmck) 
dnuns) 0 0 0 193,405 20,377 213 (rail) 193,405 20,377 213(rail) 

u 
I 

00 

CH-TRU 139 (truck) 278 (truck)" 
0 0 0 40,000 5,810 139 (rail) 40,000 5,810 278 (rail)b 

RH-TRU 131 (truck) 262 (tmck) c 

0 0 0 9,000 1,308 33 (rail) 9,000 1,308 66 (rail)ct 
MLLW 14 (tmck) 14 (truck) 

0 0 0 7,889 1,146 7 (rail) 7,889 1,146 7 (rail) 
HLW 300 (tmck) 600 (truck}" 

0 0 300 60 (rail) 300 120 (rail)1 

Total 169 (truck) 2550 (tmck) 3,120 (truck)g 
145,000 8,084 85 (rail) 742,404 46,839 847 (rail) 742,404 46,839 I ,079 (rail) 11 

Acronyms: LL W = low-level radioactive waste; HIC = high-integrity container; CH-TRU = contact-handled transuranic waste; RH-TRU = remote-handled transuranic waste; 
MLLW =mixed low-level waste; HLW =high-level radioactive waste. 

a. To convert cubic feet to cubic meters, multiply by 0.028317. 
b. 139 CH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 139 CH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposaL 
c. 131 RH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 131 RH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposaL 
d. 33 RH-TRU shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 33 RH-TRU shipments from interim storage to disposaL 
e. 300 HLW shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 300 HLW shipments from interim storage to disposaL 
f. 60 HL W shipments from WVDP to interim storage, 60 HL W shipments from interim storage to disposaL 
g. Includes 270 TRU waste, and 300 HLW, tmck shipments from interim storage to disposaL Alternative B would load the same number of truck shipments (2,550) at WVDP for 

shipment offsite as Alternative A. 
h. Includes 172 TRU waste, and 60 HLW, rail shipments from interim storage to disposaL Alternative B would load the same number of rail shipments (847) at WVDP for 

shipment offsite as Alternative A. 
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Collective Dose Scenarios 

Calculating the collective doses is based on developing unit risk factors. Unit risk factors provide an 
estimate of the impact from transporting one shipment of radioactive material over a unit distance of 
travel in a given population density zone. The unit risk factors may be combined with routing 
information such as the shipment distances in various population density zones to determine the risk for a 
single shipment (a shipment risk factor) between a given origin and destination. Cashwell et al. (1986) 
contains a detailed explanation of the use of unit risk factors. Table D-4 contains the unit risk factors for 
truck and rail shipments. 

Table D-4. Unit Risk Factors for Incident-Free Transportation 

Receptor Type of Zone Rail Truck 
Public 
Off-link (rem per [persons per square kilometer] per Rural 3.90 X 10-8 2.89x 10-8 

kilometer) Suburban 6.24 X 10-8 3.18x 10-8 

Urban 1.04 X 10-7 3.18 X 10-8 

On-link (person-rem per kilometer per vehicle per hour) Rural 1.21 X 10-7 9.53 X 10-6 

Suburban 1.55 X 10-6 2.75 X 10-5 

Urban 4.29 X 10-6 9.88 X 10-5 

Residents near rest/refueling and walk-around stops Rural 1.24 X 10-7 5.50 X 10-9 

(person-rem per [persons per square kilometer] per kilometer) Suburban 1.24 X 10-7 5.50 X 10-9 

Urban 1.24 X 10-7 5.50 X 10-9 

Residents near rail classification stops Suburban 1.59 X 10-5 NAa 
(person-rem per [persons per square kilometer] per square 
kilometer) 
Public including workers at rest/refueling stops Rural NA 7.86 X 10-6 

(person-rem per kilometer) Suburban NA 7.86 X 10-6 

Urban NA 7.86 X 10-6 

Workers 
Dose in moving vehicle (person-rem per kilometer) Rural NA 4.52 X 10-5 

Suburban NA 4.76 X 10-5 

Urban NA 4.76 X 10-5 

Classification stops at origin and destination (person-rem) Suburban 0.0464 0.018 
In-transit rail stops (person-rem per kilometer) Rural 1.45 X 10-5 NA 

Suburban 1.45 X 10-5 NA 
Urban 1.45 X 10-5 NA 

Walk-around inspection (person-rem per kilometer) Rural NA 1.93 X 10-5 

Suburban NA 1.93 X 10-5 

Urban NA 1.93 X 10-5 

a. NA =not applicable. 

Each waste type was assigned an external radiation dose rate representative of its constituents and 
shipping container. High-level waste (HL W), Class B LLW, and Class C LL W were assigned a dose rate 
of 14 millirem (mrem) per hour at 1 meter (3 feet) from their respective vehicles. Using the RADTRAN 
5 computer code, this yields the regulatory maximum dose rate at 2 meters (7 feet) from the vehicle, 
which is 10 mrem per hour. RH-TRU waste was assigned a dose rate of 10 mrem per hour at 1 meter, and 
CH-TRU waste was assigned a dose rate of 4 mrem per hour at 1 meter (DOE 1997a). Class ALL Wand 
mixed LL W were assigned a dose rate of 1 mrem per hour at 1 meter (DOE 1997b ). 
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Incident-free nonradiological fatalities were also evaluated using unit risk factors. These fatalities would 
result from exhaust and fugitive dust emissions from highway and rail traffic and are associated with 
1 0-micrometer particles. The nonradiological unit risk factor for truck transport used in this analysis was 
1.5 X 10-ll fatalities per kilometer per persons per square kilometer; for train transport, the 
nonradiological unit risk factor was 2.6 x 1 o- 11 fatalities per kilometer per persons per square kilometer. 
Escorts for HLW shipments were assumed to be in automobiles, with a unit risk factor of9.4 x 10-12 

fatalities per kilometer per persons per square kilometer. These unit risk factors were estimated from the 
data in Biwer and Butler (1999) and have been adjusted to account for more current diesel exhaust 
emission factors, a fleet average fugitive dust emission factor for roads, an age-adjusted mortality rate, 
and an average 1 0-micrometer particle risk factor. The distances used in the nonradiological analyses 
were doubled to reflect the round-trip distances, because these impacts could occur whether or not the 
shipments contain radioactive material. 

Maximally Exposed Individual Exposure Scenarios 

Maximum individual doses were calculated using the RISKIND computer code (Yuan et al. 1995). The 
maximum individual doses for the routine transport offsite were estimated for transportation workers and 
for members of the public. For rail shipments, the three scenarios for members of the public were: 

• A railyard worker working at a distance of 10 meters (33 feet) from the shipping container for 
2 hours, 

• A resident living 30 meters (98 feet) from the rail line where the shipping container was being 
transported, and 

• A resident living 200 meters (656 feet) from a rail stop where the shipping container was sitting for 
20 hours. 

For train shipments, the maximum exposed transportation worker was an inspector working 1 meter 
(3 feet) from the shipping container for 1 hour. 

For truck shipments, the three scenarios for members of the public were: 

• A person caught in traffic and located 1 meter (3 feet) away from the surface of the shipping 
container for 30 minutes, 

• A resident living 30 meters (98 feet) from the highway used to transport the shipping container, and 

• A service station worker working at a distance of20 meters (66 feet) from the shipping container for 
1 hour. 

The hypothetical maximum exposed individual doses were accumulated for all shipments over 1 year. 
For workers, it was assumed that they would be exposed to 23 percent of the shipments, based on 
working 2,000 hours per year. However, for the scenario involving an individual caught in traffic next to 
a truck, the radiological exposures were calculated for only one event because it was considered unlikely 
that the same individual would be caught in traffic next to all containers for all shipments. For truck 
shipments, the maximum exposed transportation worker is the driver who was assumed to drive 
shipments for up to 1,000 hours per year. In the maximum exposed individual scenarios, the exposure 
rate for the shipments depended on the type of waste being transported. Also, the maximum exposure 
rate for the truck driver was 2 mrem per hour (1 0 CFR 71.4 7(b )( 4)). 
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D.6 TRANSPORTATION ACCIDENTS 

The offsite transportation accident analysis considers the impacts of accidents during the transportation of 
waste by truck or rail. Under accident conditions, impacts to human health and the environment may 
result from the release and dispersal of radioactive material. Transportation accident impacts have been 
assessed using accident analysis methodologies developed by the NRC. This section provides an 
overview of the methodologies, and the reader can obtain a detailed description from the referenced 
reports (NRC 1977; Fischer et al. 1987; Sprung et al. 2000). Accidents that could potentially breach the 
shipping container are represented by a spectrum of accident severities and radioactive release conditions. 
Historically, most transportation accidents involving radioactive materials have resulted in little or no 
release of radioactive material from the shipping container. Consequently, the analysis of accident risks 
takes into account a spectrum of accidents ranging from high-probability accidents of low severity to 
hypothetical high-severity accidents that have a correspondingly low probability of occurrence. This 
accident analysis calculates the probabilities and consequences from this spectrum of accidents. 

To provide DOE and the public with a reasonable assessment of radioactive waste transportation accident 
impacts, two types of analyses were performed. First, an accident risk assessment was performed that 
takes into account the probabilities and consequences of a spectrum of potential accident severities using 
a methodology developed by the NRC (NRC 1977; Fischer et al. 1987; Sprung et al. 2000). For the 
spectrum of accidents considered in the analysis, accident consequences in terms of collective dose to the 
population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) were multiplied by the accident probabilities to yield 
collective dose risk using the RADTRAN 5 computer code (Neuhauser et al. 2000). Second, to represent 
the maximum reasonably foreseeable impacts to individuals and populations should an accident occur, 
radiological consequences were calculated for an accident of maximum credible severity in each 
population zone. An accident is considered credible if its probability of occurrence is greater than 
1 x 10·7 per year (1 in 10 million per year). The accident consequence assessment for maximally exposed 
individuals and population groups was performed using the RlSKIND computer code (Yuan et al. 1995). 

The impacts for specific alternatives were calculated in units of dose (rem or person-rem). Impacts are 
further expressed as health risks in terms of estimated latent cancer fatalities in exposed populations. The 
health risk conversion factors used were derived from International Commission on Radiological 
Protection Publication 60 (ICRP 1991 ). The nonradiological impacts from transportation accidents 
(traffic fatalities) were also estimated. 

D.6.1 Transportation Accident Rates 

For calculating accident risks and consequences, state-specific accident rates were taken from data 
provided in Saricks and Tompkins (1999) for rail and heavy combination trucks. For calculating the 
nonradiological impacts from transportation accidents, state-specific fatality rates were taken from data 
provided in Saricks and Tompkins (1999) for rail and heavy combination trucks. 

D.6.2 Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions 

Accident severity categories for potential radioactive waste transportation accidents are described in three 
NRC reports: NUREG-0 170 (NRC 1977) for radioactive waste in general; a report commonly referred to 
as the Modal Study (Fischer et al. 1987); and a reassessment ofNUREG-0170 (Sprung et al. 2000). The 
latter two reports address only spent nuclear fuel. The Modal Study represents a refinement of the 
NUREG-0170 methodology, and the recent reassessment analysis, which compares more recent results to 
NUREG-0170, represents a further refinement of both studies. Even though none of the radioactive waste 
assumed to be shipped in this EIS is classified as spent nuclear fuel, many of the modeling techniques 
developed in Fischer et al. (1987) and Sprung et al. (2000) can be applied to the types of waste that would 

D-11 



Final WVDP Waste Management EJS 

be shipped from the WVDP site. Thus, this section presents the results of analyses that extend the results 
presented in the reexamination of the transport risk to fuel types other than spent nuclear fuel. 

Each of the risk analyses considers a spectrum of accidents of varying severity. Each first determines the 
conditional probability that the accident will be of a specified severity. Then, based on the accident 
environment associated with each severe accident, each models the behavior of the material being shipped 
and the response of the packaging. The models estimate the fraction of each species of radioactive 
material that might be released for each of the severe accidents being considered. Each of the NRC risk 
assessments has considered a different breakdown of the severe accident environment. The analyses 
presented in NUREG-0 170 divides the accident environment into eight accident severity categories. 
Fischer et al. (1987) represented the severe accident environment as a matrix, with one dimension being 
midline temperature of the lead in the cask and the other dimension being cask deformation. The matrix 
contained a total of 20 cases. The most recent analysis (Sprung et al. 2000) also represented the severe 
accident environment as a matrix, with one dimension being the temperature of the radioactive material 
and the other being the velocity of impact onto an unyielding surface. The matrix contained 19 cases for 
the truck accidents and 21 cases for rail accidents. The unique feature of the most recent analysis is the 
specification of a fire-only case. The NUREG-0 170 analyses did not specify the accident environment 
associated with each of the eight accident severity categories, whereas the later analyses both based their 
cases on a matrix of fire durations and mechanical impacts on the cask. The result is ultimately reduced 
to a conditional probability of occurrence for each accident case or category, and a set of radionuclide 
release fractions for each accident case or category. 

Both the Modal Study and Sprung et al. (2000) distinguished among material types that are present in the 
waste form. In addition to release fractions for particulates, separate release fractions are specified for 
noble gases, cesium, ruthenium, and any crud that might be present on the external surfaces of the spent 
nuclear fuel cladding. Rather than carry between 19 and 21 accident severity cases through the analysis, a 
simple mathematical technique has been used to reduce the accident categories to 6 when estimating the 
transport accident risk. 

The probability for the severity category was estimated using the following formula: 

where: 

pSci = 'LPCj 
j 

j represents the cases included in severity category i 
P q is the case j probability 
Psc; is the accident severity i probability 

The probability weighting of the release fractions is calculated using the following formula: 

RF J.m Sci.m _..;;__ ___ _ 

pSci 

The use of the "i" and "j" subscripts in the above equation are the same as those used for the probability 
calculation. The additional "m" subscript has been added to represent the various material classes. The 
term "RF" is the fraction of the material in the cask released for a given material type. The two equations 
above are general and have been used to reduce the accident severity categories in NUREG-0170 from 
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8 to 6 and, in the case of the HL W and Class B and Class C shipping container analyses, from the 21 rail 
and 19 truck accident severity cases described by Sprung et al. (2000) to the 6 accident severity categories 
carried through this assessment. Use of these two equations reduces the level of detail carried into 
subsequent calculations without changing the overall risk estimate. Tables D-5 through D-1 0 show the 
six accident severity categories used to model the transportation accident risk for all the waste materials 
that may be shipped from the WVDP site. 

Severity 
Category 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Source: DOE 1990. 

Severity 
Category 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Source: DOE 1990. 

Severity 
Category 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Table D-5. Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions 
for CH-TRU Waste Shipments 

Truck Rail 
Conditional Probability Release Fraction Conditional Probability 

0.91 0 0.80 
0.070 8.0 X 10-9 0.18 
0.016 2.0 x 10-7 0.018 
2.8 X 10-3 8.0 X 10-5 1.8 X 10-3 

1.1 x 10-3 2.0 X 10-4 1.3 x 10-4 

1.0 X 10-4 2.0 X 10-4 7.0 X 10-5 

Table D-6. Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions 
for RH-TRU Waste Shipments 

Truck Rail 
Conditional Probability Release Fraction Conditional Probability 

0.99993 0 0.99991 
6.2 x 10-5 2.6 x 10-5 3.9 X 10-5 

5.6 x 10-6 2.4 x 10-5 4.9 X 10-5 

5.2 x 10-7 2.6 x 10-5 5.8 X 10-7 

7.0 X 10-x 6.2 x 10-5 1.1 X 10-7 

2.2 X 10-IO 6.7 x 10-5 8.5 X 10-IO 

Table D-7. Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions 
for HL W Shipments 

Truck Rail 
Conditional Probabilitv Release Fraction Conditional Probability 

0.99993 0 0.99991 
6.2 X 10-5 3.4 X 10-X 3.9 X 10-5 

5.6 X 10-6 0 4.9 X 10-5 

5.2 x 10-7 2.4 x 10-7 5.8 X 10-7 

7.0 X 10_g 9.3 X 10-8 1.1 X 10-7 

2.2 x 10-IO 3.0 x 10-7 8.5 X 10-IO 

D-13 

Release Fraction 
0 

2.0 x 10-8 

7.o x 10-7 

8.o x 10-5 

2.0 X 10-4 

2.0 X 10-4 

Release Fraction 
0 

2.5 x 10-5 

8.8 X 10-5 

5.3 X 10-4 
1.3 X 10-4 
2.9 X 10-4 

Release Fraction 
0 

6.2 X 10-8 

0 
7.9 x 10-6 

9.3 x 10_g 

2.7 x 10-6 



Severity 
Category 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 

Severity 
Category 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
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Table D-8. Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions 
for Class C LLW Drum Cell Waste Shipments 

Truck Rail 
Conditional Probability Release Fraction Conditional Probability 

0.93 0 0.93 
0.071 1.2 x w-5 0.069 

2.2 X 10-3 3.1 x w-5 1.0 x w-3 

7.5 x w-5 8.8 X 10-6 3.7 x w-3 

6.9 x w-4 5.0 x w-5 3.8 x w-4 

6.1 x w-5 5.7 x w-5 u x w-4 

Table D-9. Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions 

Release Fraction 
0 

1.2 X 10-5 

3.1 X 10-5 

3.3 X 10-5 

5.9 X 10-5 

7.5 X 10-5 

for Class A Drum and Box and Class B LLW Drum Waste Shipments 

Truck Rail 
Conditional Probability Release Fraction Conditional Probability Release Fraction 

0.81 0 0.82 0 
0.14 1.2 x w-5 0.14 1.2 X 10-5 

0.028 9.2 x w-4 0.019 9.1 X 10-4 

1.9 x w-4 5.0 x w-4 2.5 x Jo-5 5.0 X 10-4 

0.019 7.9 x w-3 0.015 7.7 X 10-3 

1.2 x w-4 0.38 9.7 x w-4 0.38 

Table D-10. Conditional Probabilities and Release Fractions for Class B LLW High-Integrity 
Containers and Class C LLW Drum and High-Integrity Container Shipments 

Severity Truck Rail 
Category Conditional Probability Release Fraction Conditional Probability Release Fraction 

1 0.99993 0 0.99991 0 
2 6.2 x w-5 2.6 x w-5 3.9 x w-5 2.5 X 10-5 

3 5.6 x w-6 2.4 X 10-5 4.9 X 10-5 8.8 x 10-5 

4 5.2 x w-7 2.6 X 10-5 5.8 x w-7 5.3 x 10-4 

5 1.0 x w-s 6.2 x w-s 1.1 x w-7 1.3 X 10-4 

6 2.2 x w-lo 6.7 x w-5 8.5 x w-lo 2.9 X 10-4 

In developing the release fractions for the various waste types, the models developed in Sprung et al. 
(2000) combined separate responses of the waste form, its cladding, the response of the gases internal to 
the waste form and shipping container, and the shipping container. Waste form release fractions were 
estimated for the 21 rail and 19 truck cases. For shipping containers used for HLW and Class Band 
Class C waste, the response for the various accident environments represented by the 19 and 21 cases was 
assumed to be the same. To estimate the behavior of materials released from the clad to the internals of 
the packaging, Sprung et al. (2000) developed a deposition and gas expansion model to estimate the 
fraction of the material in the gas that might be released to the environment. To demonstrate how these 
models were adapted to one of the WVDP waste types, the modeling of the HL W canister behavior in the 
accident environment represented by the 21 rail and 19 truck severe accident cases will be described. 
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The first step was to make the assumption that because glass and ceramics are both brittle solids, both will 
have similar particulate release fractions when struck during a severe transportation accident. Because a 
melt temperature of 1,150 degrees Celsius (2,102 degrees Fahrenheit) is used to pour the HLW into the 
canister, no noble gases would be present in the waste form. Furthermore, any cesium or ruthenium 
present would be tightly bound to the boron and silicon in the HL W so they would behave as particulates 
instead of volatile species. Lastly, there would be no crud. 

The second step was to replace the clad failure rate used in Sprung et al. (2000) for spent nuclear fuel 
with a canister failure model. Based on impact tests on simulated HL W canisters, it was estimated that 
20 percent of the canisters would fail if they impacted a surface at between 48 and 97 kilometers (30 and 
60 miles) per hour, 70 percent would fail if they impacted the surface at between 97 and 145 kilometers 
( 60 and 90 miles) per hour, and all would fail if they impacted the surface at speeds in excess of 
145 kilometers (90 miles) per hour. Furthermore, assuming the canister was sealed at room temperature, 
a stress analysis performed on the canister showed that it would not fail from pressure buildup when 
exposed to fires as high as 1,000 degrees Celsius (1,832 degrees Fahrenheit). This was the highest 
temperature considered in any of the cases modeled by Sprung et al. (2000). 

The final two parts of the Sprung et al. (2000) analysis were deposition and gas displacement models. 
The deposition model estimated the fraction of the material released from the spent nuclear fuel clad that 
is deposited on the inside surfaces of the cask and clad and therefore not available for immediate release. 
The gas displacement model considers the pressure buildup inside the cask and the fraction of the gas that 
must be released to reduce the pressure inside the cask to atmospheric pressure. The model assumes the 
fraction of the radioactive material released from the cask is the same as the fraction of the internal gases 
that must be released from the cask to reduce the internal pressure in the cask to atmospheric pressure. In 
the modeling of the HL W releases, no changes were made to the gas displacement model. The source of 
the displacement was assumed to be the 1.9 atmosphere pressure internal to the canister during shipment. 
This pressure is based on the assumption that the canister was sealed at room temperature and operates at 
300 degrees Celsius (572 degrees Fahrenheit) during shipment. 

Once the 19 truck cases and the 21 rail cases have been modeled for the waste forms, the resultant 
conditional probabilities and release fractions were reduced to the 6 accident severity categories shown in 
Tables D-5 to D-10. While different assumptions were made, a similar process was performed to estimate 
the conditional probabilities and release fractions for the other waste forms. For the Class C drum cell 
waste shipments, the waste is contained in a grout matrix that is assumed to be have impact properties that 
are similar to those for the HL W and ceramic fuel. For the thermal behavior, the grout will basically tum 
back to powder, losing all its bound water, at 600° Celsius ( 1,112° Fahrenheit). A thermal model of a 
waste drum was used to estimate the fraction of the grout decomposed as a function of the fire duration. 
The conditional fire probabilities were the same as those used for the HL W, and the thermal release 
fraction for the decomposed grout used the release fraction for aggregate taken from DOE (1994). The 
results for this waste form are shown in Table D-8. For the waste in Type B containers, the HL W canister 
model was modified in two ways. First, the effect of the canister was removed, placing all of the release 
limits on the performance of the Type B packaging in the accident environment. This packaging was 
assumed to perform as the lead cask performed in Sprung et al. (2000). The other change was to use 
release fractions that are consistent with the type of waste being shipped, a surface-contaminated solid. 
These release fractions and conditional probabilities are shown in Tables D-6 and D-10. For the Class A 
waste shipped in drums and boxes, a crush model was used to estimate the fraction of the drums failed at 
various impact velocities, and the release fractions for combustible solids presented in DOE (1994) were 
thought to be most representative of these wastes. The release fractions and conditional probabilities for 
these waste forms are presented in Table D-9. 

D-15 



Final WVDP Waste Management EIS 

The RADTRAN 5 computer code was used to estimate accident unit risk factors (units of person-rem per 
kilometer per person per square kilometer) for each radionuclide in the various waste forms. An Access 
database was used to combine the unit risk factors with data on conditional probabilities, release fractions, 
accident rates, population densities, route distances, and radionuclide inventories to calculate the total 
accident dose risk for each alternative examined in the EIS. For a given alternative, the accident unit risk 
factors were first multiplied by the number of shipment kilometers through each population zone being 
traversed by the waste shipments and then by the population density associated with that population zone. 
By summing over all population zones traversed by the waste form and then over all waste forms being 
considered, the total accident dose risk for each of the alternatives has been obtained. 

D.6.3 Shipment Inventories 

The radionuclide inventories in Classes A, B, and C LL W were estimated from the five radionuclide 
mixes in Table 3-6 of Marschke (2001). The five radionuclide mixes were converted to radionuclide 
concentrations and scaled to arrive at the maximum radionuclide concentrations that were Class A, B, or 
C waste. To determine which of the five mixes for each waste class had the greatest radiological hazard, 
the radionuclide concentration was divided by the A2 value for each radionuclide from 10 CFR 71 and 
summed for each mix. The mix with the largest sum represents the mix with the largest radiological 
hazard; this mix was then used in the transportation risk assessment. The radionuclide concentrations 
were then converted to container inventories, which are presented in Table D-11. Radionuclide 
inventories for Drum Cell waste are presented in Table D-12. 

The radionuclide inventories for CH-TRU waste was taken from DOE (1997a) and are listed in 
Table D-13. The radionuclide inventory for RH-TRU waste was based on the radionuclide distribution 
for spent nuclear fuel, scaled to 2 curies of plutonium per 55-gallon drum, or 20 curies of plutonium per 
10 drums, which is the limit for the shipping container. The radionuclide inventory is listed in 
Table D-13. The radionuclide inventory for HLW was taken from DOE (2002a) and is listed in 
Table D-14. 

D.6.4 Atmospheric Conditions 

Because it is impossible to predict the specific location of an offsite transportation accident, generic 
atmospheric conditions were selected for the risk and consequence assessments. For accident risk 
assessment, neutral weather conditions (Pasquill Stability Class D) were assumed. Neutral weather 
conditions are typified by moderate windspeeds, vertical mixing within the atmosphere, and good 
dispersion of atmospheric contaminants. Because neutral meteorological conditions compose the most 
frequently occurring atmospheric stability condition in the United States, these conditions are most likely 
to be present in the event of an accident involving a radioactive waste shipment. On the basis of 
observations from National Weather Service surface meteorological stations at 177locations in the 
United States, on an annual average, neutral conditions (Pasquill Class C and D) occur 59 percent of the 
time, while stable (Pasquill Class E and F) and unstable (Pasquill Class A and B) conditions occur 
33 percent and 8 percent of the time, respectively (CRWMS M&O 1999). 

For the accident consequence assessment, doses were assessed under stable (Class F with 0.89 meter 
[2.92 feet] per second windspeed) atmospheric conditions. Stable weather conditions are typified by low 
windspeeds, very little vertical mixing within the atmosphere, and poor dispersion of atmospheric 
contaminants. Class F meteorology in combination with windspeeds of 0.89 meter per second generally 
occur no more than 12 percent of the time. Results calculated for stable conditions represent a worst-case 
weather situation. 
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Table D-11. Class A, B, and C Container Inventoriesa 

Class A LLW Class B LLW Class C LLW 

Drumb Box Drum HIC Drum HICC 
Nuclide Inventory Inventory Inventory Inventory Inventory Inventory 

Hydrogen-3 1.56 x w-6 5.5o x w-s 6.76 x w-8 8.83 X 10-7 6.76 x w-7 8.83 x w-6 

Carbon-14 6.49 X 10-6 7.23 X 10-8 8.88 X 10-8 1.16 X 10-6 8.88 X 10-7 1.16 x w-5 

Iron-55 0 5.57 X 10-7 6.84 X 10-7 8.95 X 10-6 6.84 X 10-6 8.95 X 10-5 

Nickel-59 0 1.24 X 10-6 1.52 X 10-6 1.99 X 10-5 1.52 x w-5 1.99 X 10-4 
Nicke1-63 0 1.66 x w-4 2.04 x w-4 2.66 X 10-3 2.04 x w-3 0.0266 
Cobalt-60 0 1.16 X 10-8 1.43 x w-8 1.87 X 10-7 1.43 x w-7 1.87 x w-6 

Strontium-90 7.02 X 10-4 0.070 0.086 1.12 0.86 11.2 
Technetium-99 2.49 X 10-7 6.26 X W 6 7.68 X 10-6 1.00 x w-4 7.68 x w-5 1.00 x w-3 

lodine-129 5.21 x w-lo 0 0 0 0 0 
Cesium-137 8.96 x w-4 0.798 0.98 12.8 9.80 128 
Europium-154 5.48 x w-6 7.32 X 10-4 8.99 X 10-4 0.0118 8.99 x w-3 0.118 
Actinium-227 5.85 x w-lo 9.44 X 10-ll 1.16 X 10-11 1.52 X 10-IO 1.16 x w-lo 1.52 x w-9 

Radium-228 3.43 X 10-ll 1.57 X 10-17 1.93 x w-17 2.52 X 10-16 1.93 x w-16 2.52 x w- 15 

Protactinium-231 2.21 x w-9 4.55 X 10-12 5.58 X 10-12 7.30 X 10-ll 5.58 X 10-ll 7.30 x w-lo 
Thorium-232 2.37 x w-lo 9.25 X 10-17 1.14 x w-16 1.49 X 10-15 1.14 X 10- 15 1.49 x w- 14 

Uranium-232 4.09 X 10-6 6.09 X 10-8 7.48 X 10-8 9.78 X 10-7 7.48 X 10-7 9.78 x w-6 

Uranium-233 8.75 X 10-6 1.08 X 10-7 1.33 X 10-7 1.74 X 10-6 1.33 x w-6 1.74 x w-5 

Uranium-234 4.34 x w-7 6.27 X 10-8 7.70 x w-s 1.01 X 10-6 7.70 X 10-7 1.01 x w-5 

Uranium-235 8.43 x w-8 1.40 X 10-9 1.71 x w-9 2.24 X 10-8 1.71 x w-8 2.24 x w-7 

Uranium-238 9.49 x w-7 1.24 x w-8 1.52 x w-8 1.99 x w-7 1.52 x w-7 1.99 x w-6 

Neptunium-237 3.71 X 10-9 4.70 X W 7 5.77 x w-7 7.55 X 10-6 5.77 x w-6 7.55 x w-5 

Plutonium-238 2.79 X 10-4 8.80 X 10-5 1.08 x w-4 1.41 X 10-3 1.08 X 10-3 0.0141 
Plutonium-239 3.92 x w-4 2.10 x w-5 2.58 X 10-5 3.38 x w-4 2.58 X 10-4 3.38 x w-3 

Plutonium-240 2.78 x w-4 2.10 X 10-5 2.58 x w-5 3.38 x w-4 2.58 x w-4 3.38 x w-3 

Plutonium-241 0.011 7.62 X 10-4 9.36 X 10-4 0.0122 9.36 x w-3 0.122 
Plutonium-242 2.21 x w-7 1.08 X 10-7 1.33 x w-7 1.74 X 10-6 1.33 x w-6 1.74 x w-5 

Americium-241 2.87 X 10-5 7.33 X 10-4 9.oo x w-4 0.0118 9.oo x w-3 0.118 
Americium-243 8.70 X 10-7 8.61 X 10-6 1.06 x w-5 1.38 X 10-4 1.06 x w-4 1.38 x w-3 

Curium-242 1.05 X 10- 16 5.10 X 10-6 6.26 X 10-6 8.19 X 10-5 6.26 X 10-5 8.19 x w-4 

Curium-243 1.54 X 10-8 7.97 X 10-5 9.78 X 10-5 1.28 X 10-3 9.78 X 10-4 0.0128 
Curium-244 4.21 X 10-7 7.97 X 10-5 9.78 X 10-5 1.28 X 10-3 9.78 X 10-4 0.0128 

a. All inventories presented in curies. 
b. Also used for mixed LLW shipment inventory. 
c. HIC =high-integrity container 

D.6.5 Population Density Zones 

Three population density zones (rural, suburban, and urban) were used for the offsite population risk 
assessment. These zones respectively correspond to three mean population densities of 6, 719, and 
3,861 persons per square kilometer. The actual population densities in the three zones were based on an 
aggregation of the twelve population density zones provided in the WebTRAGIS output and on data from 
the 2000 census. 
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Table D-12. Drum Cell Waste Container Inventory 

Nuclide Drum Inventory (in curies) 
Hydrogen-3 1.3 x w-4 

Carbon-14 3.6 x w-4 

Cobalt-60 6.0 x w-s 
Nickel-63 3.5 x w-5 

Strontium-90 0.027 
Technetium-99 0.11 
Antimony-125 1.0 x w-4 

Iodine-129 1.8 x w-5 

Cesium-13 7 0.021 
Neptunium-237 4.3 x ro-5 

Plutonium-238 5.9 x w-3 

Plutonium-239 1.2 x ro-3 

Plutonium-240 9.4 X 10-4 

Plutonium-241 0.067 
Americium-241 1.4 x w-3 

Plutonium-242 1.2 x w-6 

Curium-242 8.6 x 1o-'" 

Table D-13. TRU Waste Container Inventoriesa 

CH-TRU Waste RH-TRU Waste 
Nuclide Drum Inventory Drum Inventory 

Cobalt-60 4.6 x w-5 0 
Strontium-90 7.1 x w-4 3.8 
Cesium-137 7.1 x w-4 4.1 
Thorium-228 0 1.2 x w-3 

Uranium-232 0 1.2 x w-3 

Uranium-233 0 0 
Uranium-235 0 0 
Uranium-238 0 0 
P1utonium-238 71 0.26 
Plutonium-239 1.1 0.073 
Plutonium-240 0.30 0.055 
Plutonium-241 14 1.6 
Plutonium-242 4.9 x w-5 0 
Americium-241 0.26 0.089 
Americium-242 0 6.2 x w-4 

Americium-242m 0 6.2 x ro-4 

Americium-243 0 3.9 x w-3 

Curium-244 0 8.1 x w-3 

a. All inventories presented in curies. 
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Table D-14. HLW Canister Inventory 

Nuclide Canister Inventory• 
Actinium-227 0.046 
Americium-241 200 
Americium-242m 1.0 
Americium-243 1.3 
Carbon-14 0.53 
Curium-242 0.84 
Curium-243 0.28 
Curium-244 11 
Curium-245 3.4 x w-3 

Curium-246 3.9 x w-4 

Cesium-134 4.4 x w-3 

Cesium-135 0.62 
Cesium-137 16,000 
Hydrogen-3 0.078 
lodine-129 8.1 x w-4 

Niobium-93m 0.95 
Neptunium-237 0.092 
Protactinium-231 0.059 
Palladium-! 07 0.042 
Plutonium-23 8 27 
Plutonium-239 6.4 
Plutonium-240 4.7 
Plutonium-241 95 
Plutonium-242 6.4 x w-3 

Radium-228 6.3 X 10-3 

Ruthenium- I 06 1.9 x w-9 

Selenium-79 0.23 
Samarium-151 270 
Tin-126 0.4 
Strontium-90 14,000 
Technetium-99 6.5 
Thorium-229 8.9 x w-4 

Thorium-230 2.3 X 10-4 

Thorium-232 6.3 X 10-3 

Uranium-232 0.023 
Uranium-233 0.037 
Uranium-234 0.019 
Uranium-235 3.9 x w-4 

Uranium-236 1.1 x w-3 

Uranium-238 3.3 x w-3 

Zirconium-93 1.1 
Nickel-59 0.41 
Nickel-63 27 

Source: DOE 2002a. 
a. All inventories presented in curies. 
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D.6.6 Exposure Pathways 

Radiological doses were calculated for an individual located near the scene of the accident and for 
populations within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the accident. Rural, suburban, and urban population 
densities were assessed. Dose calculations considered a variety of exposure pathways, including 
inhalation and direct exposure ( cloudshine) from the passing cloud, ingestion of contaminated crops, 
direct exposure (groundshine) from radioactivity deposited on the ground, and inhalation of resuspended 
radioactive particles from the ground. 

D.6. 7 Health Risk Conversion Factors 

The following health risk conversion factors used to estimate latent cancer fatalities from radiological 
exposures were from the Interagency Steering Committee on Radiation Standards (DOE 2002b): 6 x 10·4 

and 5 x 1 o-4 latent cancer fatalities per person-rem for members of the public and workers, respectively. 
Although latent cancer fatalities are the predominant health risk associated with low-level radiation doses 
(that is, doses below the thresholds for acute effects), they are not the only potential detrimental health 
effect. Risks of other delayed health effects such as non-fatal cancers and hereditary effects should also 
be acknowledged. International Commission on Radiological Protection Publication 60 (ICRP 1991) has 
estimated that the total risk of detrimental health effects are 7.3 x 1 o-4 and 5.6 x 1 o-4 total detrimental 
health effects per person-rem for members of the public and workers, respectively. 

D.7 RESULTS 

D.7.1 Transportation Impacts 

No Action Alternative. Table D-15 lists the transportation impacts under the No Action Alternative. If 
trucks were used to ship the radioactive waste, an estimated 0.034 to 0.041 fatality would occur. The 
range of total fatalities is based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. Of 
that, about 60 percent would be from nonradiological traffic accidents and about 10 percent would be 
from nonradiological pollutants (diesel exhaust and fugitive dust). 

Table D-15. Transportation Impacts Under the No Action Alternative 

Incident-Free Radiological Incident-Free Radiological 
Accident Accident Pollution 

Waste Public Worker Dose Risk Public Worker Risk Health Traffic Total 
Type Destination (person-rem) (person-rem) (person-rem) (LCFs) (LCFs) (LCFs) Effects Fatalities Fatalities 

Truck 

Class A Envirocarc 15 23 0.11 9.2 x to-' 0_011 6.9 X 10-5 2.1 X 10 3 0_011 0.034 

Class A Hanford 19 27 0_12 0.011 0.014 7.4 X 10-5 2.3 X 10 1 0.014 0.041 

Class A NTS 19 27 0_14 0.011 0.013 8.5 X 10-5 2.8 x to-' 0.013 0.041 

Total Truck Fatalities: 0.034- 0_041 

Rail 

Class A Envirocarc 27 24 0.45 0.016 0.012 2_7 X 10-4 3_0x 10-3 9.8 x 1o-1 0.042 

Class A Hanford 28 26 0.49 0_017 0.013 3_0 X 10-4 3_1 x to-1 0.012 0_046 

Class A NTS 28 32 0.45 0_017 0.016 2.7 X 10-4 3.0 X 10 3 0_012 0.049 

Total Rail Fatalities: 0.042 - 0.049 

Acronyms: LCFs =latent cancer fatalities; NTS =Nevada Test Site_ The range of total fatalities is based on the minimum and maximum total 
fatalities for each waste type_ 
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If trains were used, an estimated 0.042 to 0.049 fatality would occur. About 70 percent would be from 
nonradiological traffic accidents and about 20 percent would be from nonradiological pollutants (diesel 
exhaust and fugitive dust). 

Alternative A. Table D-16 lists the transportation impacts under Alternative A. If trucks were used to 
ship the radioactive waste, an estimated 0.79 to 0.82 fatality would occur. The range of total fatalities is 
based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. Of that, about 30 percent would 
be from nonradiological traffic accidents and about 15 percent would be from nonradiological air 
pollutants. 

If trains were used, an estimated 0.60 to 0.68 fatality would occur. Of that, about 30 percent would be 
from nonradiological traffic accidents and about 20 percent would be from nonradiological air pollutants. 

Alternative B. Table D-17lists the transportation impacts under Alternative B. If trucks were used to 
ship the radioactive waste, an estimated 0.84 to 0.93 fatality would occur. The range of total fatalities is 
based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. Of that, about 35 percent would 
be from nonradiological traffic accidents and about 15 percent would be from nonradiological air 
pollutants. 

If trains were used, an estimated 0.66 to 0.79 fatality would occur. Ofthat, about 30 percent would be 
from nonradiological traffic accidents and about 15 percent would be from nonradiological air pollutants. 

D.7.2 Incident-Free Radiation Doses to Maximally Exposed Individuals 

No Action Alternative. Table D-18 lists the incident-free radiation doses for the maximally exposed 
individual scenarios under the No Action Alternative. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the 
maximally exposed worker would be a driver who would receive a radiation dose of about 250 mrem per 
year based on driving a truck carrying Class A LL W for about 700 hours per year. This is equivalent to a 
probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 1.3 x 1 o-4

. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the maximally exposed member of the public would be a person 
working at a service station who would receive a radiation dose of about 0.10 mrem per year. This is 
equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 6.0 x 10-8

. 

If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be an inspector. This worker 
would receive a radiation dose of about 1.9 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent 
cancer fatality of about 9.5 x 10-7

. The maximally exposed member of the public was a railyard worker 
who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation dose of 
about 0.35 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 
2.1 X 10-7. 

Alternative A. Table D-18 lists the incident-free radiation doses for the maximally exposed individual 
scenarios under Alternative A. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker 
would be a driver who would receive a radiation dose of about 2,000 mrem per year based on driving a 
truck for 1,000 hours per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 
1.0 X 10-3. 
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Table D-16. Transportation Impacts Under Alternative A 

Incident-Free Radiological Incident-Free Radiological 
Accident Accident Pollution 

Waste Public Worker Dose Risk Public Worker Risk Health Traffic Total 
Type Destination (person-rem) (person-rem) (person-rem) (LCFs) (LCFs) (LCFs) Effects Fatalities Fatalities 

Truck 
Class A Envirocarc 41 62 0.23 0.025 0.031 1.4 x to·• 5.7 x to·' 0.030 0.092 

Hanford Site 50 74 0.24 0.030 0.037 1.5xiO·' 6.3 x to·3 0.038 0.11 
NTS 51 71 0.28 0.031 0.036 1.7 x to·• 7.6 X 10·3 0.036 0.11 

Class B Hanford Site 47 130 1.4 X 10"3 1.4 X 10·3 0.028 0.065 5.9 X 10·3 0.035 0.13 
NTS 48 120 1.6 X 10"3 1.6 x to·' 0.029 0.062 7.1 x to·' 0.034 0.13 

Class C Hanford Site 140 400 9.1 x to·• 0.087 0.20 5.5 x to·' 0.018 0.11 0.41 
NTS 150 380 J.l X 10·3 0.089 0.19 6.5 X 10·7 0.022 0.10 0.41 

CH-TRU WIPP 14 20 1.2 8.3 X 10 3 0.010 7.5xto·• 2.3 X 10 3 0.012 0.033 
RH-TRU WIPP II 27 1.2 X 10·5 6.5 X 10·3 0.013 7.5 X 10·" 2.2 X 10·' 0.011 0.033 
MLLW Envirocare 1.3 1.9 0.017 7.7 X 10-" 9.5 X 10·4 1.0 X 10 5 1.8 X 10·4 9.2 X 10 4 2.8 X 10·1 

Hanford 1.5 2.3 0.019 9.2 x to·• 1.1 X 10·3 1.1 X 10·5 1.9 X JO-" 1.2 X 10·3 3.4 X 10·3 

NTS 1.6 2.2 0.022 9.5 X 10·4 1.1 x to·) 1.3 X 10·5 2.3 x to·• J.l X 10·1 3.4 X I 0""1 

HLW Repository 34 88 1.6 x to·' 0.020 0.044 9.7 X 10·7 5.8 X 10 3 0.024 0.094 
Total Truck Fatalities: 0.79-0.82 

Rail 
Class A Envirocare 73 65 0.88 0.044 0.033 5.3 X 10·4 8.0 X 10 1 0.026 0.11 

Hanford Site 74 70 0.97 0.045 0.035 5.8 X 10-4 8.2 X 10 3 0.034 0.12 
NTS 76 87 0.88 0.046 0.044 5.3 X 10·4 8.1 X 10·3 0.033 0.13 

Class B Hanford Site 70 66 5.6 X 10 1 0.042 0.033 3.4 X 10·" 3.9 x to·) 0.016 0.095 
NTS 71 90 5.1 X 10·3 0.043 0.045 3.1 X 10·" 3.8 X 10 3 0.017 0.11 

Class C Hanford Site 220 200 2.0 X 10·1 0.13 0.10 1.2xiO" 0.012 0.049 0.29 
NTS 220 280 1.8xlo·' 0.13 0.14 1.1 X 10·" 0.012 0.053 0.34 

CH-TRU WIPP 14 16 0.33 8.3xto·' 8.1 X 10·1 2.0 x to·• 3.4 x to·' 0.018 O.D38 
RH-TRU WIPP II 13 4.0x 10 5 6.6 X 10·1 6.4 X 10·3 2.4 X 10·' 8.0 x to·• 4.2 X 10·3 0.018 
MLLW Envirocare 2.2 2.0 0.068 1.3x10·' J.Oxl0 1 4.1 X 10 5 2.4xio·• 8.1 X 10·4 3.4 X 10·3 

Hanford 2.3 2.2 0.075 1.4 X 10·3 1.1 x 10 3 4.5 X 10 5 2.5 X 10·4 1.0 X 10·1 3.8 X 10·' 
NTS 2.3 2.7 0.068 t.4 x to·' 1.3 X 10·3 4.1 X 10·5 2.5 X 10·4 1.0 X I o·' 4.0x to·' 

HLW Repository 13 28 4.9 X 10 4 7.6 X 10·3 0.014 3.o x to·' 4.2 X 10 1 0.019 0.045 

Total Rail Fatalities: 0.60-0.68 
··--- ---· 

Acronyms: LCFs =latent cancer fatalities; CH-TRU =contact-handled transuranic waste; RH-TRU =remote-handled transuranic waste; MLL W =mixed low-level waste; HLW =high-level 
radioactive waste; NTS =Nevada Test Site; WIPP =Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. The range of total fatalities is based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. 
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Waste 
Type 

Truck 
Class A 

Class B 

Class C 

CH-TRU 

RH-TRU 

MLLW 

HLW 

Destination 

Envirocarc 
Hanford Site 
NTS 
Hanford Site 
NTS 
Hanford Site 
NTS 

SRS~ WlPP 
lNEEL~ WIPP 
ORNL~WJPP 

Hanford~ WIPP 
SRS ~ WIPP 
INEEL~ WIPP 
ORNL~WIPP 

Hanford ~ WIPP 
Envirocare 
Hanford Site 
NTS 

SRS ~ Repository 
Hanford ~ Repository 

Table D-17. Transportation Impacts Under Alternative B 
Incident-Free Incident-Free 

Public 

I 
Worker Radiological Radiological 

(person- (person- Accident Dose Risk Public Worker Accident Risk 
rem) rem) (person-rem) (LCFs) (LCFs) (LCFs) 

41 62 0.23 0.025 0.031 I .4 x 10·• 

50 74 0.24 0.030 0.037 1.5 X 10'4 

51 71 0.28 O.o31 0.036 1.7xl0 4 

47 130 I .4 X 10'1 0.028 0.065 8.2 X 10'7 

48 120 1.6 X 10 3 0.029 0.062 9.4 X 10·7 

140 400 9.1 X 10'4 0.087 0.20 5.5 X 10·7 

150 380 J.lxl0·1 0.089 0.19 6.5 X 10·7 

15 25 1.7 8.8 X 10 1 0.012 J.Ox 10 1 

18 32 I. I 0.01 I 0.016 6.7 X 10 4 

13 23 1.1 7.7 X 10'' 0.012 6.4x 10 4 

22 38 1.3 0.013 0.019 7.8 X 10·< 

12 31 1.7xl0 5 6.9 X 10·1 0.015 1.0 X 10·' 
14 41 J.2 X 10·- 8.4 X 10·' 0.021 7.3 X 10-'l 

10 29 1.1 X 10-- 6. I X 10'1 0.014 6.4 X 10'9 

17 50 J.4 X 10·- 0.010 0.025 8.4 X 10·" 

1.3 1.9 0.017 7.7xl0·4 9.5 X 10'4 1.0 X 10'5 

1.5 2.3 0.019 9.2 X 10·• I. I X 10·' 1.1 X 10·5 

1.6 2.2 0.022 9.5 X 10·4 I. I X 10'1 1.3 X 10'5 

53 130 4.3xl0 3 0.032 0.067 2.6x 10" 
50 140 2.3 X 10·1 0.030 0.069 1.4 X 10·<• 

Pollution 
Health 
Effects 

5.7 X 10 3 

6.3 X 10 1 

7.6 X 10·1 

5.9 X 10 1 

7.1 X 10'3 

0.018 
0.022 

2.7 X 10·' 
2.5 X 10· 
2.2 X 10-J 
3.0 X 10·l 

2.5 X 10·1 

2.4 X 10-J 

2.0 X 10· 
2.8 X 10-J 

1.8 X 10·• 
1.9 X 10·4 

2.3 X 10 4 

9.6 X 10·' 
8.0 X 10 1 

Traffic Total 
Fatalities Fatalities 

0.030 0.092 
0.038 0.1 I 
0.036 0.1 I 
0.035 0.13 
0.034 0.13 

0.1 I 0.41 
0.10 0.41 

0.015 0.040 
0.016 0.046 
0.012 0.034 
0.020 0.056 
0.014 0.039 
0.015 0.046 
0.01 I 0.034 
0.019 0.057 

9.2 X 10'4 2.8 X 10·1 I 

J.2 X 10'3 3.4 X 10·1 

1.1 X 10·' 3.4xl0 3
1 

0.047 0.16 
0.037 0.14 

Total Truck Fatalities: 0.84- 0.93 
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Table D-17. Transportation Impacts Under Alternative B (coot) 

Radiological Radiological Pollution 

Waste I Accident Dose Risk Accident Risk Health Traffic Total 
Type Destination Incident-Free (person-rem) Incident-Free (LCFs) Effects Fatalities Fatalities 

Rail 
Class A Envirocare 73 65 0.88 0.044 0.033 5.3xl0 4 8.0 x to·' 0.026 0.11 

Hanford Site 74 70 0.97 0.045 0.035 5.8xto·• 8.2 X 10 3 0.034 0.12 

NTS 76 87 0.88 0.046 0.044 5.34 X 10-4 8.1 X 10-3 0.033 0.13 

Class B Hanford Site 70 66 5.6 x to·' 0.042 0.033 3.4xl0 6 3.9 X 10'3 0.016 0.095 

NTS 71 90 5.1 X 10'3 0.043 0.045 3.1 X 10-6 3.8 X 10 3 0.017 0.11 

Class C Hanford Site 220 200 2.0 X 10'3 0.13 0.10 1.2 X 10'6 0.012 0.049 0.29 

NTS 220 280 1.8 X 10-3 0.13 0.14 l.lx!O" 0.012 0.053 0.34 

CH-TRU SRS---> WlPP 23 30 0.48 0.014 O.oi5 2.9 X 10-4 5.8 X ]0 3 0.037 0.072 

IN EEL---> WIPP 23 32 0.57 0.014 0.016 3.4 X 10· 5.8 X ]0' 0.023 0.059 

ORNL---> WIPP 21 29 0.42 0.012 0.015 2.5 X 10-4 5.[ X [0' 0.022 0.055 

Hanford---> WIPP 27 35 0.72 0.016 0.017 4.3 X 10'4 6.7 X 10-l 0.032 0.073 
RH-TRU SRS---> WIPP 18 24 5.1 X 10·5 0.01 I 0.012 3.1 x to·' 1.4 X 10-3 8.8 X 10 3 0.033 

INEEL ---> WIPP 18 25 6.7 X 10'' 0.011 0.013 4.0 X ]0-X 5.4 X 10'- 0.021 0.050 

ORNL---> WIPP 16 23 4.9 X 10'' 9.8 X 10'3 0.011 2.9 X ]0-' 4.8 X 10'1 0.021 0.047 

Hanford---> WIPP 21 27 8.3 X 10· 0.013 0.014 5.0 X 10·' 6.3 X [0- 0.030 0.063 

MLLW Envirocare 2.2 2.0 0.068 1.3 X 10'1 1.0 X 10-3 4.1 X 10·5 2.4 X ]0'4 8.] X 10 4 3.4x 10 3 

Hanford Site 2.3 2.2 0,075 1.4 X 10'3 1.1 X 10-3 4.5 x to-s 2.5 X !0-4 1.0 x 10 1 3.8 X 10'1 

NTS 2.3 2.7 0.068 1.4 X 10·1 1.3 X 10-3 4.1 X 10-5 2.5 X ]0 4 1.0 X 10'3 4.0 X 10-3 

HLW SRS---> Repository 17 42 5.] X 10-4 0.010 0.021 3.0 X 10-7 6.1 x 10 3 0.035 0.072 

Hanford ---> Repository 16 42 6.5 X I 0 4 9.4 X 10'3 0.021 3.9 X ]0'7 5.3 X ]0'1 0.030 0.066 
Total Rail Fatalities: 0.66-0.79 

Acronyms: LCFs =latent cancer fatalities; CH-TRU =contact-handled transuranic waste; RH-TRU =remote-handled transuranic waste; MLL W =mixed low-level waste; HLW =high-level 
radioactive waste; SRS = Savannah River Site; HF = Hanford Site; WIPP =Waste Isolation Pilot Plant; NTS =Nevada Test Site; INEEL = Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory; 
ORNL =Oak Ridge National Laboratory. The range of total fatalities is based on the minimum and maximum total fatalities for each waste type. 
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Table D-18. Incident-Free Radiation Doses for the Maximally Exposed Individual Scenarios 

Scenario No Action Alternative Alternative A Alternative B 
Truck 
Service station worker 0.10 mrem/yr 19 mrem/yr 19 mrem/yr 
(member of the_p_ub1ic) (6.0 x lO.g LCFs) (1.1 x 10·5 LCFs) (1.1 x 10·5 LCFs) 
Individual in traffic jam 0.50mrem 8.2 mrem 8.2 mrem 
(member of the public) (3.0 x 10·7 LCFs) (4.9 x 10·6 LCFs) (4.9 x 10·6 LCFs) 
Nearby resident 1.1 x 10-4 mrem/yr 0.022 mrem/yr 0.022 mrem/yr 
(member of the public) (6.6 x 10"11 LCFs) (1.3 x 10.g LCFs) (1.3 x 10_g LCFs) 

Driver 250 mrem/yr 2,000 mrem/yr 2,000 mrem/yr 
(occupational) (1.3 x 10-4 LCFs) (1.0 x 10·3 LCFs) ( 1.0 x 10·3 LCFs) 
Rail 
Railyard worker 0.35 mrem/yr 35 mrem/yr 35 mrem/yr 
(member of the public) (2.1 x 10·7 LCFs) (2.1 x 10·5 LCFs) (2.1 x 10·5 LCFs) 
Nearby resident 2.9 X 1 0"4 mrem/yr 0.055 1mem/yr 0.055 mrem/yr 
(member of the public) (1.7 x 10·10 LCFs) (3.3 x 10.g LCFs) (3.3 x 10·8 LCFs) 

Resident near rail stop 0.042 mrem/yr 8.0 mrem/yr 8.0 mrem/yr 
(member of the public) (2.5 x 10·8 LCFs) (4.8 x 10·6 LCFs) (4.8 x 10·6 LCFs) 
Inspector 1.9 mrem/yr 190 mrem/yr 190 mrem/yr 
(occupational) (9.5 x 10·7 LCFs) (9.5 x 10·5 LCFs) (9.5 x 10·5 LCFs) 

The maximally exposed member of the public would be a person working at a service station who would 
receive a radiation dose of about 19 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer 
fatality of about 1.1 x 10·5

. 

If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be an inspector. This worker 
would receive a radiation dose of about 190 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent 
cancer fatality of about 9.5 x 1 o-s. The maximally exposed member of the public was a rail yard worker 
who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation dose of 
about 35 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 2.1 x 1 o·5

. 

Alternative B. Table D-18 lists the incident-free radiation doses for the maximally exposed individual 
scenarios under Alternative B. If trucks were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker 
would be a driver who would receive a radiation dose of about 2,000 mrem per year based on driving a 
truck for 1,000 hours per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 
1.0 X 10-3. 

The maximally exposed member of the public would be a person working at a service station who would 
receive a radiation dose of about 19 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer 
fatality of about 1.1 x 10·5. 

If trains were used to ship the waste, the maximally exposed worker would be an inspector. This worker 
would receive a radiation dose of about 190 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent 
cancer fatality of about 9.5 x 10·5

. The maximally exposed member of the public was a railyard worker 
who was not directly involved with handling the railcars. This person would receive a radiation dose of 
about 35 mrem per year. This is equivalent to a probability of a latent cancer fatality of about 2.1 x 1 o·5

. 
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D. 7.3 Impacts from Severe Transportation Accidents 

In addition to analyzing the radiological and nonradiological risks of transporting radioactive waste from 
West Valley, DOE assessed the consequences of severe transportation accidents, known as maximum 
reasonably foreseeable transportation accidents. These severe accidents have a probability of about 
1 x 10-7 per year. The consequences of these accidents were determined through the inhalation, 
groundshine, and immersion pathways. 

The following assumptions were used to estimate the consequences of maximum reasonably foreseeable 
accidents: 

• The release height of the plume is 10 meters (33 feet) for both fire- and impact-related accidents. 
Modeling the heat release rate of accident scenarios involving fire would result in lower 
consequences than modeling all events with a 1 0-meter release height. 

• Breathing rate for individuals is assumed to be 10,400 cubic meters (13,600 cubic yards) per year 
(Neuhauser and Kanipe 2000). 

• Short-term exposure to airborne contaminants is assumed to be 2 hours. 

• Long-term exposure to contamination deposited on the ground is assumed to be 24 hours for the 
maximally exposed individual and 7 days for the population, with no interdiction or cleanup. 

• The accident was assumed to occur in an urban area. The consequences for the maximum reasonably 
foreseeable accidents were estimated using 2000 census population density data from 0 to 
80 kilometers (50 miles) for the 20 most populous urbanized areas in the country. 

• Impacts were determined using low wind speeds and stable atmospheric conditions (a wind speed of 
0.89 meters per second [2.9 feet per second] and Class F stability). The atmospheric concentrations 
estimated from these conditions would be exceeded only 5 percent of the time. 

• The release fractions used in the analysis were for severity category 6 accidents (see Tables D-5 
through D-10). 

• The container inventories used in the analysis are listed in Tables D-11 through D-14. The number of 
containers that were assumed to be involved in the maximum reasonably foreseeable accident are 
listed in Table D-19. In several cases, multiple Type B shipping containers could be transported in a 
single shipment (see Table D-2). Because it is unlikely that a severe accident would breach multiple 
Type B shipping containers, a single Type B shipping container was assumed to be breached in the 
maximum reasonably foreseeable accident. 

No Action Alternative. The niaximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of 4.6 rem 
from the maximum reasonably foreseeable transportation accident involving a truck shipment of Class A 
LL W (Table D-20). This is equivalent to a risk of a latent cancer fatality of about 2.8 x 10-3

. The 
probability of this accident is about 5 x 1 o-7 per year. The population would receive a collective radiation 
dose of about 1,300 person-rem from this truck accident involving Class A LL W. This could result in 
about 1 latent cancer fatality. 
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Table D-19. Number of Containers Involved in the Maximum Reasonably Foreseeable 
Transportation Accident 

Case Mode Container Type Number of Containers Involved 
Class A LL W drums Rail 55-gallon drum 168 55-gallon drums 
Class A LL W boxes Rail B-25 box 28 B-25 boxes 
Class A LL W drums Truck 55-gallon drum 84 55-gallon drums 
Class A LL W boxes Truck B-25 box 14 B-25 boxes 
Class B LL W drums Rail 55-gallon drum 168 55-gallon drums 
Class B LL W HIC Rail High-integrity container 1 high-integrity container in one Type B 

shipping container 
Class B LL W drums Truck 55-gallon drum 84 55-gallon drums 
Class B LL W HIC Truck High-integrity container 1 high-integrity container in one Type B 

shipping container 
Class C LL W drums Rail 55-gallon drum lO 55-gallon drums in one Type B shipping 

container 
Class C LL W HIC Rail High-integrity container 1 high-integrity container in one Type B 

shipping container 
Class C LL W drums Truck 55-gallon drum 10 55-gallon drums in one Type B shipping 

container 
Class C LL W HIC Truck High-integrity container I high-integrity container in one Type B 

shipping container 
Drum Cell Drums Truck 71-gallon drum 24 71-gallon drums 
Drum Cell Drums Rail 71-gallon drum 96 71-gallon drums 
CH-TRU Rail 55-gallon drum 14 55-gallon drums in one TRUPACT-II Type B 

shipping container 
CH-TRU Truck 55-gallon drum 14 55-gallon drums in one TRUPACT-II Type B 

shipping container 
RH-TRU Rail 55-gallon drum lO 55-gallon drums in one Type B shipping 

container 
RH-TRU Truck 55-gallon drum I 0 55-gallon drums in one Type B shipping 

container 
HLW Rail Canister I canister in one Type B truck shipping 

container 
HLW Truck Canister 5 canisters in one Type B rail shipping container 
Acronyms: LL W =low-level waste; HIC = h1gh-mtegnty con tamer; CH-TRU = contact-handled transuramc waste; 
RH-TRU =remote-handled transuranic waste; HLW =high-level radioactive waste 

For the maximum reasonably foreseeable transportation rail accident involving Class ALL W, the 
maximally exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of about 9.2 rem (Table D-20). This is 
equivalent to a risk of a latent cancer fatality of about 5.5 x 1 o-3

. The probability of this accident is about 
2 x 1 o-6 per year. The population would receive a collective radiation dose of about 2,600 person-rem 
from this rail accident involving Class ALL W. This could result in about 2 latent cancer fatalities. 

Alternative A. For waste shipped under Alternative A, the maximum reasonably foreseeable truck or rail 
transportation accident with the highest consequences would involve CH-TRU waste. Because one 
transuranic package transporter (TRUPACT-11) shipping container was assumed to be involved in either 
the truck or rail accident, the consequences for the truck or rail accident are the same. However, the 
probabilities of the truck and rail accidents are slightly different. The probability of the truck accident 
was 6 x 1 o-7 per year; for rail, the probability of the accident was 1 x 1 o-7 per year. The maximally 
exposed individual would receive a radiation dose of about 25 rem from this accident (Table D-20), 
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Table D-20. Consequences of Severe Transportation Accidents3 

Population 
Severity Individual Dose Individual Dose Population 

Case Mode Category (rem) LCF (person-rem) LCF 
Class A LL W drums Rail 6 9.2 5.5 x w-j 2,600 1.6 
Class A LL W boxes Rail 6 2.1 1.2 x w-j 580 0.35 
Class A LL W drums Truck 6 4.6 2.8 x w-3 1,300 0.78 
Class A LL W boxes Truck 6 1.0 6.2 X 10-4 290 0.18 
Class B LL W drums Rail 6 15 9.2 x w-3 4,300 2.6 
Class B LLW HIC Rail 6 9.8 x w-4 5.9 x w-7 0.30 1.8 x w-4 
Class B LL W drums Truck 6 7.7 4.6 x w-3 2,200 1.3 
Class B LL W HIC Truck 6 2.5 x w-4 1.5 x w-7 0.088 5.3 x w-5 
Class C LL W drums Rail 6 7.5 X w-o 4.5 x w-6 2.3 1.4 x w-3 
Class C LL W HIC Rail 6 9.8 X 10-o 5.9 x w-6 3.0 1.8 x w-3 
Class C LL W drums Truck 6 1.9 x w-3 1.1 x w-6 0.67 4.0 x w-4 
Class C LLW HIC Truck 6 2.5 x w-3 1.5 x w-6 0.88 5.3 x w-4 
Drum Cell Drums Rail 6 0.010 6.1 x w-6 2.7 1.6 x w-3 
Drum Cell Drums Truck 6 1.8 x w-j 1.1 x w-6 0.51 3.1 x w-4 
CH-TRU Rail 6 25 0.015 6,600 4.0 
CH-TRU Truck 6 25 0.015 6,600 4.0 
RH-TRU Rail 6 0.20 1.2 x w-4 55 0.033 
RH-TRU Truck 6 0.045 2.1 x w-5 13 7.7 x w-3 
HLW Rail 6 0.64 3.8 x w-4 170 0.10 
HLW Truck 6 0.013 7.9 x w-6 3.6 2.2 x w-3 

Acronyms: LCF =latent cancer fatality; LLW =low-level waste; HIC =high-integrity container; CH-TRU =contact-handled 
transuranic waste; RH-TRU =remote-handled transuranic waste; HLW =high-level radioactive waste 
a. Impacts are for stable meteorological conditions. Population impacts are in an urban area. 

which is equivalent to a latent cancer fatality risk of0.015. The population would receive a collective 
radiation dose of approximately 6,600 person-rem from this accident. This could result in about 4 latent 
cancer fatalities. 

Alternative B. For waste shipped under Alternative B, the maximum reasonably foreseeable truck or rail 
transportation accident with the highest consequences would involve CH-TRU waste. Because one 
TRUPACT-II shipping container was assumed to be involved in either the truck or rail accident, the 
consequences for the truck or rail accident are the same. However, the probabilities of the truck and rail 
accidents are slightly different. The probability of the truck accident was 8 x 10-7 per year; for rail, the 
probability of the accident was 3 x 10-7 per year. The maximally exposed individual would receive a 
radiation dose of about 25 rem from this accident (Table D-20), which is equivalent to a latent cancer 
fatality risk of0.015. The population would receive a collective radiation dose of approximately 
6,600 person-rem from this accident. This could result in about 4 latent cancer fatalities. 

Using the screening procedure in A Graded Approach for Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic and 
Terrestrial Biota (DOE 2002c), the sum of fractions of the biota concentration guides for the Class A 
LL W accidents and the CH-TRU accident were less than 1. Therefore, the radioactive releases from the 
Class A LLW accidents and the CH-TRU accident are not likely to cause persistent, measurable 
deleterious changes in populations or communities of terrestrial or aquatic plants or animals. 
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APPENDIXE 

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The WVDP Waste Management EIS was issued in draft on May 16,2003, for public comment (68 Fed. 
Reg. 26587). The 45-day comment period ended on June 30, 2003, although DOE also considered 
comments received after that date. A public hearing on the Draft EIS was held on June 11, 2003, at the 
Ashford Office Complex near the WVDP site. DOE received comments from 21 individuals, 
organizations, and agencies. Major issues raised in the comments are identified in the Summary and in 
Section 1.8. 

This Appendix contains all of the comment documents received on the Draft EIS in their entirety, 
duplicated in the form in which they were received. Each document has been assigned a document 
number, beginning with 1.0. Individual comments within each document have been identified by 
brackets marked on the comment document in numerical order. Thus, Comment 1.3 identifies the third 
comment bracketed in Document Number 1.0. Similarly Comment 10.2 identifies the second comment 
bracketed in Document Number 10.0. 

DOE's responses to comments follow each comment document. The responses are numbered according 
to the document number and comment number for that document. To find DOE's response to any 
person's or organization's comments, locate the person or organization in the list which follows by 
document number and tum to the corresponding page. 

Table E-1. WVDP Waste Management EIS Commenters 

Comment Date 
Name and Address of Commenter 

Number Received 
Page Number 

0001 06/11/03 Tim Waddell E-5 
110 Newport Drive 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 

0002 05/20/03 Jim Pickering E-6 
PO Box 51 
Arcade, NY 14009-0051 

0003 06111/03 Dr. Paul Piciulo E-9 
NYSERDA 
10282 Rock Springs Road 
West Valley, NY 14171-9799 

0004 06111/03 Kathy McGoldrick E-ll 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 
PO Box458 
Ellicottville, NY 14 731 

0005 06112/03 W. Lee Poe, Jr. E-13 
807 Rollingwood Rd 
Aiken, SC 29801 

0006 06/16/03 W. Lee Poe, Jr. E-18 
807 Rollingwood Rd 
Aiken, SC 29801 
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I Comment Date 
N arne and Address of Commenter Page Number 

Number Received 

0007 06/23/03 Andrew L. Raddant E-22 
Regional Environmental Officer 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
408 Atlantic Avenue Room 142 
Boston, MA 02210-3334 
(617) 223-8565 

0008 06/24/03 Michael A. Wilson, Program Manager E-24 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Dept. of Ecology 
1315 W. 4th Ave. 
Kennewick, WA 99336-6018 
(509) 735-7581 

0009 06/30/03 Barbara Youngberg, Chief Radiation Section E-36 
NYSDEC 
Division of Solid and Hazardous Materials 
Bureau of Hazardous Waste and Radiation 
Management 
625 Broadway, Eighth Floor 
Albany, NY 12233-7255 
(518) 402-8579 

0010 06/30/03 John A. Owsley, Director E-38 
Tennessee Department of Environment and 
Conservation 
DOE Oversight Division 
761 Emory Valley Road 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830-7072 
(865) 481-0995 

0011 06/30/03 Robert E. Knoer on behalf of the E-39 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 
14 Lafayette Square 
Suite 1700 
Buffalo, NY 14203 
(716) 855-1673 

0012 06/30/03 Lee Lambert on behalf of the E-43 
West Valley Citizen Task Force 
c/o Holland & Associates 
700 N. Trade Avenue 
Landrum, SC 29356 

0013 06/30/03 Laura McDade, President and E-45 
Leonore Lambert, R W Monitor 
League of Women Voters 
1272 Delaware Avenue 
Buffalo, NY 14209-2401 
(716) 884-3550 
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I Comment Date Name and Address ofCommenter Page Number 
Number Received 

0014 06/30/03 Norman A. Mulvenon, Chair E-47 
Local Oversight Committee (LOC) Citizens' Advisory 
Panel 
Oak Ridge Reservation 
102 Robertsville Road, Suite B 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 
(865) 483-1333 

0015 06/30/03 Michael Raab, Deputy Commissioner E-50 
Erie County Department of Environment and Planning 
Edward A. Rath County Office Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202-3973 
(716) 858-6370 

0016 06/30/03 Ken Niles, Assistant Director E-52 
Oregon Office of Energy 
625 Marion Street, NE, Suite 1 
Salem, OR 97301-3742 
(503) 378-4040 

0017 06/30/03 Paul Piciulo, Director E-56 
West Valley Site Management Program 
NY SERDA 
10282 Rock Springs Road 
West Valley, NY 14171-9799 
(716) 942-4387 

0018 07/07/03 Robert W. Hargrove, Chief E-63 
Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch 
US EPA, Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
(Contact Mark Westrate at 212-637-3789) 

0019 07/14/03 David R. Bradshaw, Mayor E-66 
City of Oak Ridge 
PO Box 1 
OakRidge, TN 37831-0001 

0020 07/23/03 Rickey L. Armstrong, Sr., President E-67 
The Seneca Nation of Indians 
62 Eagle Street 
Salamanca, NY 14 779 

0021 07/31/03 Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board E-73 
WSRC 
Building 742-A, Room 190 
Aiken, SC 29808 

0022 06111/03 Dr. Paul Piciulo E-77 
NY SERDA 
10282 Rock Springs Road 
West Valley, NY 14171-9799 
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I Comment Date 
N arne and Address of Commenter Page Number 

Number Received 

0023 06/11/03 Kathy McGoldrick E-89 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 
PO Box458 
Ellicottville, NY 14 731 

0024 06111/03 Jim Pickering E-99 
PO Box 51 
Arcade, NY 14009-0051 

0025 06/11/03 Jeremy Olmsted E-103 
Springville, New York 
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Document #0001: Comment 1.1 
Tim S. Waddell 

From: 
To: 
Date: 

"Tim S Waddell" o:::twaddell@mnsci.com> 
<allens@wvnsco.com> 
6/11/03 8:40AM 

Subject: Comment on WVDP Waste Management EIS 

I am not in favor of sending TRU waste to the Oak Ridge Reservation. J l. 1 

Regards, 

Tim Waddell 
11 0 Newport Drive 
Oak Ridge, TN 37830 

OC:XO I 

RECEIVED 
JUN I IZU03 

Document #0001: Response 

1.1. The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
such as at the Oak Ridge Reservation is not DOE's preferred 
alternative. Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), 
TRU waste and HL W would continue to be stored at the 
WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite could be 
arranged. 
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Document #0002: Comments 2.1 - 2.11 
James L. Pickering, LLB, JD, PhD 

OFFICE OF 
JAMES L.PICKERING,L.L.B.,JD,PHD 
POST OFFICE BOX 51 
ARCADE, NEW YORK 
14009-0051 

2. 

JOHN CHAMBERLAIN 
WEST VALLEY DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 
10282 ROCK SPRINGS ROAD 
WEST V ALLEY,NEW YORK 
14171-9799 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON 
DRAFT WASTE MANAGEMENT EJS 

oooz.., lof'J 

RECEIVED 
MAY 2 0 ZD03 

!.STAKEHOLDER LETTER ACCOMPANING DRAFT AND SUMMERY VIA 
WILLIAMS STATES IN PAR 2 "ACTIVELY MANAGE WASTE STORAGE 
***LONG TERM STEW ARDSIDP'' 

PL96-368 MANDATES OFF SITE DISPOSAL OF WASTE STORAGE TANKS. 

WNG TERM STEWARDSHIP IS NOT AN OPTION UNDER 
PL.96-368. 

21 

AND ,, 

2 . I ABOVE INDICATES THAT STAFF DOES NOT KNOW HOW TO DEAL WITH] 
TANKS FOR TRANSHIPMENT OFFSITE 

INTENDS TO PERSUE A JOB SECURITY COURSE OF ACTION VIA THESE 
TANKS. 

3. !.ABOVE IS A VIOLATION OF PL96-368 WHICH MANDATES ONLY ONE EIS I 2 ' 

4. S-1 PAR 1.0 CONTINUES 2 ABOVE IN VIOLATION OF PL.96-368 =::J 24 

5. P-S-11 PAR 2 IS ABOLD FACE LIE IN THAT WYOMING COUNTY SOIL AND 
WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT OFFICE HAS ACQUIFER MAPS FOR 
WERSTERN NEW YORK CLEARLY SHOWING THAT ACQUIFERS 
OF VARIOUS LEVELS OVERLAP EACH OTHER SUCH THAT THERE IS A 
POTENTIAL FOR CONTAMINATION. 

FURTHER OTHER DOCUMENTATION IS A V ALIABLE FROM OTHER 
GOVERNMENT SOURCES THAT CLEARLY SAHOW THAT THE STATE 
FACILITIES AT GOWANDA DO TAKE WATER FROM THECATTARAGUS 
CREEK BASIN AND THAT AN ANDMINISTRATIVE MIRACLE WAS 
ACCOMLISHED WHICH CHANGEF THE CREEK CLASSIFICATION FROM 
"C" TO "B"(DRINKABLE) THE BACK TO "C" SO THAT THAT WATER COULD 
BE USED AT THE FACILITIES. 

25 

DECREE DASTED 5-13-03 PUBLIC WAS PRESENTED WITH NEW 
2 6 

6.ANOTHER BOLD FACE LIE APPEARS ON PAGES-II PAR4 I THE LAST l 
SENTENCE IN THAT WVDP PUBLIC PRESENTATION UNDER CONSENT 

CONSTRUCTION REQUIRING EPA REVIEW AND THE FACT THAT EPA WAS 
MADCE A CO- CON SPIRA TOR TO THE PROCESS OF A VOIDING 
RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER PL 96-368 __ 

7. PAGE S-12 PAR CONCERNING ASSUMPTION OF ISOLATION IS 
UNFOUNDED IN VIEW OF 5 ABOVE. 

_j27 

8.ABANDONED AGRICULTURAL LANDS MENTIONED ON PAGE S-14 PAR 3~ 
SHOULD HAVE BEEN UTILIZED AS TEST FARM TO IDENTIFY WHAT IF ANY 2 8 
CROPS COULKD BE GROWN ON THESE SITES AFTER RELEASE FOR PUBLIC . 
USE. __ 

9.0NCE AGAIN DOE USES FALSE MATH TO PRESENT ALLEGED DATEA ~ 2.9 
RESPECTING LATENT CANCER ON PAGE S-18 PAR 2 IN THAT THERE IS NO 
SUCH THING AS LESS THAN I 

I 0 . DOE ATTEMPTS TO JUSTIFY THE DEATH OF A SINGLE CITIZEN BY THI. 
USE OF FALSE DATA OF 9 ABOVE IN ALL OF THE SO CALLED , • 
ALTERNATIVES AS AN EXCUSE FOR NOT TOTALLY REMOVING "

1 0 

RADIOACTIVE WASTE FROM THE SITE. __ 

I !.PAGE S-26 DOCUMENT IN TOTAL IS FRAUDULENTLY PRESENTED 
,ILLEGAL AND UNFOUNDED IN FACT AS IT IS SUMMARIZED IN 7.0 

1 
ooo2..1 :Z..of:z--
RECEIVED 

MAY 2 0 2003 
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Document #0002: Comment 2.12 

~ 

James L. Pickering, LLB, JD, PhD 

THIS DRAFT EIS SHOULD BE SCRAPPED AS ILLEGAL, UNSUBSTANTIATEDll.ll 
IN FACT AND FRAUDULENTED PRESENTED BY DOE STAFF. ._j 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD TO BE READ AT THE PUBLIC 
HEARING ON JUNE I 03 AT WHEN EVEW THIS CITIZEN SHOWS UP. 

7 7 .,. ' ' 
. ~/--A(<'~ 
·Es L. PICKERING . / 

oooz._, ~ofs 
RECEIVED 

MAY 2 0 2003 

Document #0002: Responses 

2.1. This comment relates to scope of the Decommissioning 
and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS and will be addressed in 
that ongoing NEP A process. 

2.2. 

2.3. 

2.4. 

The disposition ofWVDP HLW tanks will be addressed in 
the Decommissioning and/or Long-Tenn Stewardship EIS. 

The West Valley Demonstration Project Act (Public Law 
No. 96-368, included in Appendix A of this EIS) requires 
DOE to decontaminate and decommission the tanks and 
other facilities ofthe Western New York Service Center in 
which the HL W solidified under the project was stored 
(Section 2(a)(5)). The statute also states that DOE must 
prepare required environmental impact analyses of the 
project (Section 2(b)(3)(D)). In DOE's view, the West 
Valley Demonstration Project Act allows the preparation of 
more than one EIS. 

DOE has met or will meet all of the vitrification, waste 
management, and decommissioning requirements set forth in 
the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. This WVDP 
Waste Management EIS addresses the continued onsite 
storage of waste and the shipment of waste for offsite 
disposal or for offsite storage. The Waste Isolation Pilot 
Plant Disposal Phase Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (WIPP SEIS-II) analyzed the 
transportation and disposal of TRU waste, including waste 
generated and stored at the WVDP site. The Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository 
for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-level 
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada 
(Yucca Mountain Repository EIS) analyzed the 
transportation and disposal ofHLW, including waste 
generated and stored at the WVDP site. The 
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2.5. 

2.6. 

2.7. 

2.8. 

2.9. 

Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS will 
evaluate alternatives for completing DOE's obligations 
under the Act. 

DOE reviewed its original sources and confirmed that 
information provided in the Draft EIS regarding hydrologic 
conditions at the site is correct. Minor changes, for clarity, 
were added to the Final EIS in the discussion of surface 
water (Section 3.2.1) and groundwater (Section 3.2.2). 

As stated in response to Comment 2.4, DOE believes that it 
has or is meeting its responsibilities under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. 

DOE reviewed its original sources and confirmed that 
information provided in the Draft EIS regarding hydrologic 
conditions at the site is correct. Minor changes, for clarity, 
were added to the Final EIS in the discussion of groundwater 
(Section 3.2.2). 

The utilization of abandoned lands as a test farm is outside 
of the scope of the Waste Management EIS. 

The calculations conducted for the human health assessment 
show that, based on the expected doses, no latent cancer 
fatalities would be expected for the maximally exposed 
worker or member of the public or for the worker or public 
populations affected by the no action or action alternatives. 
Using the appropriate risk factors (see Appendix C) and 
multiplying those by the anticipated doses results in numbers 
less than 1. 

2.1 0. The data show that no deaths (latent cancer fatalities) would 

be expected as a result of doses received in the 
implementation of any of the alternatives analyzed in this 
EIS. DOE's prefened alternative (Alternative A) is to ship 

LL W and mixed LL W offsite for disposal and to continue to 
store TRU waste and HL W until offsite disposal facilities are 
available. 

2.11. DOE believes that its conclusion as stated in the Summary is 
accurately stated and based on the analysis described in the 
EIS. 

2.12. DOE believes that the WVDP Waste Management EIS fully 
complies with NEP A and is based on referenced, factual 
infonnation. 
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Document #0003: Comments 3.1 - 3.4 
New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority 

Comments of the New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority on the West Valley Demonstration Project 

Drart Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement 
Presented at the Public Comment Session on June II, 2003 

Ashford Office Complex 

My name is Paul Piciulo and I am Director of the West Valley Site Management Program 

for the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority, more commonly referred 

to as NYSERDA. I am here to provide oral comments on the Waste Management Environmental 

Impact Statement on behalf of NY SERDA NYSERDA also will be submitting written 

comments to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) prior to closure of the formal public 

comment period. 

Our most important issue of concern regarding the Waste Management EIS is inclusion of 

the analysis to add grout to High-Level Waste Tanks 80-1 and 80-2 and the annulus surrounding 

each tank. NYSERDA believes that this activity, and alternatives for grouting the tanks, should~ , 
'·' not have been included in this Waste Management EIS. Long~tenn management options for the 

High-Level Waste Tanks are more appropriately analyzed in the Environmental Impact Statement 

Jo Evaluate Decommissioning and/or Long~ Term Ste-wardship at the West Valley Demonstration 

Project and Western New York Nuclear Service Center. The reasons for this are threefold. 

First, the March 26, 200) scoping for this Waste Management EIS did not include grouting ofthe--,
3 2 

high-level waste tanks. Second, the analysis of grouting the High-Level Waste Tanks in the 

Waste Management EIS is inconsistent with policy announced by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 

Conunission (NRC) stating that the impa~ts of making a Waste Incidental to Reprocessing 

determination. which is a prerequisite for grouting the tanks, should be analyzed in the 

Decommissioning EIS. Lastly, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act regulations preclude 

treatment by grout stabi1izatlon until NRC has rendered its final decision on whether the 

Decommissioning EIS preferred alternative meets the criteria in the Commission's Policy 

S[atement [will now provide a more detailed explanation of these three concerns. 

3.3 

3.4 

The proposed scope for the Waste Management EIS, as published in the Federal Register! 
3
.
2 

on March 26,2001 (66 Fed. Reg. 16447), did not include grouting the tanks. Th~*fjlq;i;, i_.t f'i~i"i:T 

JUN I I Zb(Jl 
ooo~. r of~ 

indicated that the Waste Management EIS would "include such activities as removal of loose 

contamination; removal of hardware and equipment; nonstructural decontamination of walls, 

ceilings, and floors; and flushing and/or removal of vessels and piping." Grouting of the tanks 

was not included in the description of the proposed action or the preliminary alternatives to be 

evaluated. Thus, it appears that evaluation of grouting the tanks is beyond the scope of this 

Waste Management EIS. The Federal Register Notice indicated that: "The remaining facilities 

for which the DOE is responsible, along with all final decommissioning and/or long-tenn 

stewardship actions to be taken by the DOE and NYSERDA, will be evaluated in [the 

Decommissioning ElS]." 

Additionally, the residual waste in the High~Level Waste Tanks remains high~ level waste, 

at the very least until a determination is made that such waste is incidental to reprocessing, in 

accordance with the requirements established by the NRC in the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission Decommissioning Criteria for the West Valley Demonstration Project at the West 

Valley Site; Final Policy Statement, on February I, 2002 (67 Fed. Reg. 5003). The Final Policy 

Statement makes it clear that the NRC intends to use the Decommissioning EIS to render a 

decision on the acceptability of DOE's Waste Incidental to Reprocessing determinations. NRC 

32 

states that: 1 ;.3 

"The resulting calculated dose from the incidental waste is to be integrated with all the 

other calculated doses from the remaining material at the entire NRC~ licensed site to 

ensure that the License Tennination Rule criteria are met. This is appropriate because the 

Commission does not intend to establish separate dose standards for various sections of 

the NRC-licensed site." 

"It is the Commission's expectation that it will apply this criteria at the WVDP site 

following the completion of DOE's site activities. In this regard, the impacts of 

identifying waste as incidental to reprocessing and not high-level waste should be 

considered in the DOE's environmental reviews." 

RECEIVED7 

}~~?I I}~~ 7 I 
~ 

~ 
12.. 

~ 
"'tl 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ ::s 
~ 
~ 
~ ...... 

~ 
VJ 



tTl 
I -0 

Document #0003: Comments 3.3- 3.5 
New York State Energy Research and 
Development Authority 

NRC even more clearly defines its expectations in a June 17,2002 letter from Richard A. 

Meserve to myself. 

"The Decommissioning EIS will address DOE Waste Incidental to Reprocessing 

determinations. NRC will review and comment on DOE Waste Incidental to 

Reprocessing determinations as a Cooperating Agency. NRC will also be rendering its 

final decision on DOE's Waste Incidental to Reprocessing determination in NRC's 

decision on whether the preferred alternative meets the criteria in the Commission's 

Policy Statement." 

Thus, until the Decommissioning EIS is completed and NRC has made its detennination 

regarding the tank residuals, such materials must continue to be managed as high-level waste and 

any decision to grout the tanks based on the Waste Management EIS would be premah.lre. 

Finally, the residual waste in the High·Level Waste Tanks is both high-level waste and 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA} characteristic waste. It is NY SERDA's 

understanding that, at this time, the only form of treatment accepted for such waste is 

vitrification. As long as the tank residual waste is high-level waste, in other words until NRC 

has rendered its final decision on DOE's Waste Incidental to Reprocessing detennination in its 

decision on whether the Decommissioning EIS preferred alternative meets the criteria in the 

Commission's Policy Statement, current RCRA requirements preclude treatment by grout 

stabilization. Thus, under RCRA regulations, a determination must be made with respect to the 

Waste Incidental to Reprocessing issue before a decision to grout the tanks can be made. 

:n 

3.4 

NY SERDA requests that DOE reconsider its inclusion of High-Level Waste Tank J 
grouting in the Waste Management EJS. As I mentioned earlier, NYSERDA will be providing 

more deta1led written comments prior to the closure of the formal public comment period. ).5 

Thank you for this opportunity to share ~ur concerns. __ 

RECEIVED 
JUN 1 1 lii~J 
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Document #0003: Responses 

3.1. 

3.2. 

3.3. 

3.4. 

3.5. 

The Draft WVDP Waste Management EIS analyzed the use 
of retrievable, low-strength grouting for the interim 
stabilization of the HL W tanks should that become necessary 
before decisionmaking about the site is completed. As stated 
in the Draft EIS, this grout would be sufficiently flexible to 
provide shielding and would not prohibit exhumation of the 
tanks should DOE decide to remove the tanks in the future. 
However, DOE decided to remove the option under 
Alternative B to place retrievable grout in the HLW tanks as 
an interim stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the 
discussion and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the 
Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS.~ 
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Document #0004: 

Kathy McGoldrick 
P.O. Box 458 
Ellicottville, NY 14731 
(716)942-3855 
katmcg2002@yahoo.com 

Comments 4.1--4.7 
Kathy McGoldrick 

OOD4 

RECEIVED 
JUN 1 I 2003 

Comments on West VaHey Demonstration Project Waste Management 
Environmental Impact Statement 

• I would suggest that this DEIS being commented on is not a valid document. 'lhl 
spUrting of the 1996 DEIS into two separate E!Ss may not be a legitimate NEPA 
action. This split also violates the 1987 Stipulation of Compromise Settlement 4.1 
between the US Department of Energy and the United States of American and the 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes. _ 

• Both Alternatives A and B rely on shipment of classes B and C low-level waste l 
off. site without completion of the entire EIS process, a clear violation ofthe 1987 4.~ 
contract signed with the Coalition and ofNEPA. __ 

• The 45~day comment period is a violation under the terms of the Stipulation of ::J , 
Compromise. In that Stipulat.ion, a six month comment period was agreed upon._ .t..J 

• The following are comments regarding the alternatives being presented in the 
2003 Waste Management DEIS: 

o Shipment offsite for interim management (Alternative B) would increase I 
transportation risks because each shipment would have to be made twice. ___ l 4 4 

Interim storage, as we have suggested many times in the past, would avof 
this problem. In comments on the 1996 DEIS, it was suggested that there 
be an alternative which would store packaged waste onsite for a limited 
ammmt of time (say 25 years). This would be true "inlerirn" storage with 
the real intent of eventual shipment We need to be cognizant of the time 
lag that may entail due to the reticence of other political and geographic I 4.:1 

entities to accept this waste, or even to allow it to be transported through 
these entities, due to the serious threat of terrorism. Our interim storage 
alternative should take this factor into account. However, when waste 
can leave West Valley, it must. For many reasons. West Valley is not 
a suitable site for permanent disposal of radioactive waste. 

o For obvious reasons, management of the high level waste tanks (under -J 
Alternative A) must not include changing the groundwater patterns or 4 6 
pressures around the tanks without first closely studying the effects of 
such. 

o The grouting of the high level waste storage tanks and their surrounding --~ 
vaults (in Alternative B) would violate NEPA because it could limit 
cl~sure alternatives yet to be considered in the Closure EIS now being 

4
·
7 

wntten. __ 

Document #0004: Responses 

4.1. 

4.2. 

4.3. 

The scope of the EIS that DOE began in 1988, with a draft in 
1996, is now addressed in two EISs: the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS and the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. Waste management activities, 
including offsite shipment for disposal, have utility 
independent from actions that might be taken to 
decommission WVDP and the requirements for long-term 
stewardship. In addition, the waste management activities 
described in the WVDP Waste Management EIS will not 
affect the range of alternatives available for 
decommissioning or long-term stewardship. Therefore, 
DOE does not believe that its NEPA strategy represents 
impennissible segmentation of the action. 

The Stipulation of Compromise (included in Appendix A of 
this EIS) does not preclude the preparation of more than one 
EIS. DOE believes that it has complied and continues to 
comply with the Stipulation. 

The Stipulation of Compromise (included in Appendix A of 
this EIS) does not preclude the preparation of more than one 
EIS. DOE would not ship any Class B or C LL W, TRU 
waste, or HL W until the Final EIS and a Record of Decision 
are issued, completing the NEP A process for this proposed 
action. 

The 6-month comment period in the Stipulation applies to an 
EIS prepared for the decommissioning of the site and is not 
applicable to the Draft WVDP Waste Management EIS 
prepared for the offsite transportation and disposal (or 
storage) ofLLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste, and HLW. DOE 
has committed to a 6-month comment period for the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship Draft EIS. 
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4.4. DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. Under DOE's 
preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W 
would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such 
time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

4.5. Under DOE's preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU 
waste and HLW would continue to be stored at the WVDP "lj 

site until such time as disposal offsite could be arranged. In ;:;· 
1:) 

the context of this EIS, DOE does not intend to dispose of --
~ 

radioactive or hazardous waste at the WVDP site. ti 
"tt 

4.6. Neither the active ventilation of the HL W tanks and the ~ 
annulus surrounding the tanks under the No Action "' 

~I I ~ 

Alternative and Alternative A nor the use of retrievable grout ~ 
for interim stabilization of the tanks under Alternative B as :::s 

~ 
analyzed in the Draft EIS would change the groundwater (':> 

~ 
patterns or pressures around the tanks. DOE decided to (':> 

:::s ..... 
remove the option under Alternative B to place retrievable ~ 
grout in the HL W tanks as an interim stabilization measure. VJ 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

4.7. DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 
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Document #0005: 

Mr. Daniel W. Sullivan 
Document Manager 

Comments 5.1-5.2 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

000'5 I of 4 
RECEIVED 

JUN 1 ~ ~U03 

DOE \Vest Valley Area Offtce 
PO Box 191 
West Valley, NY 14171·0191 

Report sent by e-mail. daniei.Y.-.sullivan@wv.doe.gov 

Dear Mr. Sulli\'an: 

Comments on Draft Summary of 
·west Valley Demonstration Project 

\Vaste Management 

June 13.2003 
807 E. Rollingwood, Rd. 

Aiken. SC 29801 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement of April 2003 

I would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Swnmary of the WVDP EIS 
for waste management (DOEi'EIS- 03370). These comments are on the draft summary. 
I requested a copy of the full EIS and it arrived this afternoon but I have not looked at it 
yet. I plan to offer comments on the full EIS but 1 thought the comments on the 
Summary should be sent now and the remainder of the comments later. 

My comments are: 

l) As identified in Section 2. the EIS impacts other sites, like SRS. Hanford etc. I can] 
fmd no infonnation on how these other sites were involved in the seeping for the EIS. 
l know there was no meeting to hear public comments in the Savarmah River Site 
a_rea I consider it vital to have public input from the areas surrounding each potential 
s1te coi1Sidered in the EIS. Normally, I can find \Vhat scoping process used by 

5
·
1 

reading a shortened version of it in the Summary. I can only find infom1ation on 
NOfs that v.crc published on WV decontamination and long-tenn stewardship (pages 
Sl & S2). This tells me very little about the NOI process at other affected sites. 

2) The coversheet abstract explains the justification for the EIS's evaluation of J 
"operation over the next I 0 years" This seems to be a reasonable time period but 
since the HLW geologic repository at Yucca Mountain has yet to start up the EIS 
needs co evaluate the cnviromnental impacts of a delay in startup of the geologic , ) 
repository. I suggest that a supplement be added for all of the alternatives · ·-
considering the environmental impacts of storage on or near surface beyond the 10 
year petiod to show what l think will be the small impacts of a delay in the YM 
repository. 

WVDP WM ElS Summary 

Document #0005: Comments 5.3- 5.8 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

3) The infom1ation on the pedigree of the various West Valley EISs and agreements is] 
unclear. (Pages Sl & S2). The compliance strategy that limits the scope of this EIS 
on pages S4 and S5 also is unclear. It apparently has the impact of limiting the 
environmental impacts considered in this EIS by telling me they have been previo.usly ~ 1 
covered in other EISs. I hope that I can find these other impacts in the cumulative ·--
section of the full EIS. They should also be covered ln the summarv. If not, and 1t 
doesn't seem to be covered, this is akin to segmentation which is n~t allowed in 
NEPA. 

4) The Summary should describe the amount of waste involved for each category of J 
waste. This should be given in Section I in either the Background or in a new section :; 4 
following the Facilities Section. It is important to know the amount of waste before 
considering the altematives evaluated in Section 2. 

5) The No A. ction Alternative (page S7) is titled Continuation of Waste Ma~age~1en1 J 
Actlvities. This does not seem to be a No Action alternative. If this ETS 1s gomg to ~ , 
describe 1t as the No Action, more descnption on why it is the No Action should be · · 
given. 

A second comment on this l\o Action Alternative is what happens if the Judge ~ 
doesn't resolve the waste incidental to reprocessing (Vv'IR) law~suite at Idaho. This 
would prevent closing the HL \V Tanks or the use of the "waste removal to the extent :>.t' 
that is fechnically and economically practicar'. It is my understanding this portion of 
DOE Order 5480-1 is the offending portion. 

6) I am deeply troubled on Alternative A and 8 over the first full sentence on page SS 
saying that "if some or all of the WVDP's TRU waste did not meet these 
requirements, the Department would need to explore other alternatives for disposal of 
this waste". I assume a similar condition would also apply to WVDP's HLW. With 
no assurances that both the TRU and HL W will meet WJPP and YM requirements 
respectively no path for disposal is available. These r.vo Alternatives are invalid 
allernatives. For example in Alternative B, shipment of the \VVDP TRU and I 57 
HL W to another site places the burden for acceptability of tbe WVDP waste at 
tbt' two repositories on tbe shipper to the repositories not on \\'YDP. Alternatin 
A becomes the same as the No Action Alternative or continuation of storage at 
\VVDP. WVDP needs to get assurances from WIPP and YM that the involved waste 
ib in an acceptable fonn befOre implementing this EIS. _ 

7) The last sentence under Offsite Activities (page S9) describing environmental J 
activities of interim storage or disposal states these lmpacts have already been 
considered in other EISs and are not covered in this EIS. lfthese impacts are part of -.~ 
this EIS, even though (hey have been covered earlier, they should again be given in ;:. ' 
this EIS and not omitted. This ETS must give the DOE decision~ maker all of the 
infotmation so they can make reasonable decisions. Do not compam1entalize and 

show minimal impacts. ,.------= 

WVDP WM EJS Sununary 
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Document #0005: Comments 5.9-5.16 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

8) Is the title (ORNL) correctly used to describe the Oak Ridge Reservation? (See Pag~ 
5

.0 
SI6) -

9) The description ofSRS is poor. The major portion ofSRS was operation of nuclear] 
reactors to produce plutonium and to separate the plutonium from the irradiated fuel 
and purify it and produce plutonium for nuclear weapons. This was not mentioned. 
The SRS description and others interim storage site descriptions should be written by :1 10 
the individual sites and not someone who has never been at the individual sites. (I 
draw this conclusion from the wording in the EIS summary.) 

10) The third sentence of lhe second paragraph of Section 4.0 {page Sl7) seems to be 
incorrect. It is saying that in interim storage of\\'VDP TRU and HLW in Alternative 
B will not require facilities for storage of the WVDP waste. I strongly question this 
fact. The interim storage sites do have ongoing activities that store similar materials 
but storage capacity for the added volume of waste may not be available. This nt:eds IS. II 
to be evaluated by the personnel at the interim storage sites. As an example, ett SRS 
storage capacity for their own HL W will be taxing available storage capacity during 
this time with no \VVDP waste. The impacts of this extra volume of waste must be 
included in the EIS. 

In that same second paragraph. it is stated "work force requirements are assumed to J 
be the same under all alternatives". Again I question such a simplifying statement. 
Affected sites must be brought into ensure the environmental impacts quoted reflect 5 12 

realism . 

11) The number of transportation vehicles required, shown on page S19, is the same for J 
alternative A and B. This cannot be the case. In alternative B waste is shipped twice, 
this latter condition is recognized on Table S-2. Table S-2 states that WVDP will ~.!:; 

ship 270 truck or 172 rail shipments ofTRU and 300 truck or 60 rail shipments of 
HL W to the interim storage site. 

12)The EIS states "the Offsite Impacts (page S20) have been addressed in earlier NEPAJ 
documents". I question this statement, the interim storage ofWVDP waste will 5.14 

require extra storage capacity. 

The logic in the same paragraph stating that WVDP waste represents <2% of the tota] 
waste and concluding that the interim storage would be very minor(< 1 latent cancer 
~acil~ty) is inappt:opriate. The analysis for the inte~itn storage s.~oul? be made using ~ 

1 
'i 

mtenm storage stte personnel and not waved offw1th over-archmg msupportablc · · · 
assumption. lflhe analysis shows the assumption to be correct. il will then be 

supportable. 

13) Because of my earlier comments on environmental impacts, Table 2 data for 
Alternative B should show some difference for the various interim storage sites. ~516 

WVDP WM EJS Summary 
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Document #0005: Comments 5.17- 5.18 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

14) The summary Table S2 shows essentially no LCF and no distinguishing feature J 
between the three altematives. I suggest adding person-rem to show some difference 
between alternatives. As this table exists now and how the Conclusion is written, 
boll· can DOE reacb a decision between the No Action Alternative and 'i 

A1ternativc A? It is however clear tbat Alternative 8 is the poorest. I find these ""
17 

conclusions counter evident but they are based upon this Summary. There has been 
no text on why the No Action Alternative is undesirable. 1t should be added if there 
is really some drive to get the waste out ofWVDP. 

I am sure that as Tread the full ElS I will see why some of my comments are not cvidenJ 
but the summary is a stand-alone document. Again this document is comments on the S.IS 
Summary. I will provide further comments on the EJS as a whole as soon as I have 

mastered it. 

If you have any questions on these conunents or I can be of further assistance, please call 
me at (803) 642-7297. 

Sincerely 

W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

\VVDP WM EJS Summary 
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Document #0005: Responses 

5.1. 

5.2. 

A scoping meeting was held during the 30-day scoping 
period on AprillO, 2001, at West Valley, New York. The 
scoping period was announced in the Federal Register and 
on the DOE NEPA web page, and comments were solicited 
from any interested party. 

While scoping meetings were not held at any of the off site 
locations, members of the public around those sites were 
aware of the potential for such actions to occur, based on 
DOE's prior NEPA analyses and decisions. Further, the 
Draft EIS was provided to the relevant state agencies near 
the proposed offsite locations for comment. Comments were 
received and considered from stakeholders near the Hanford 
Site, Oak Ridge Reservation, and SRS. DOE has considered 
input from members of the public near the offsite locations. 

The Draft and Final EISs evaluate the impacts of managing 
waste that is already in the WVDP inventory and that might 
be generated over the next 10 years. DOE determined that 
10 years was the appropriate analysis period in light of its 
intention to complete decisionmaking on the 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the 
WVDP site within that time period. Treatment, storage, and 
disposal facilities are currently available for most of the 
waste and DOE expects to ship the waste, as described in the 
preferred alternative, within the next 10 years. The EIS 
acknowledges that the HL W may remain at WVDP for 
more than 10 years. However, it also describes both the 
annual and the total impacts that could occur over the 10-
year period. The total impacts would remain the same, but 
would be spread out over more years if, for example, a 

transpotiation campaign or a geologic repository were 
delayed. In addition, DOE did evaluate long-term, onsite 
storage of HL W in the No Action Alternative for the Yucca 
Mountain Repository EIS. 

5.3. 

5.4. 

5.5. 

5.6. 

5.7. 

The scope of the EIS that DOE began in 1988, with a draft in 
1996, is now addressed in two EISs: the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS and the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. Waste management activities, 
including offsite shipment for disposal, have utility 
independent from actions that might be taken to 
decommission WVDP and the requirements for long-term 
stewardship. In addition, the waste management activities 
described in the WVDP Waste Management EIS will not 
affect the range of alternatives available for 
decommissioning or long-term stewardship. Therefore, 
DOE does not believe that its NEP A strategy represents 
impermissible segmentation of the action. Impacts at 
receiving sites are identified in the EISs specified in 
Chapter 1. 

The amount of waste that would be shipped under each of 
the alternatives is contained in Chapter 2 (see Tables 2-2 and 
2-3). This level of detail is not provided in the Summary, 
although the impacts of the waste shipments are described in 
the Summary (Section 4.0 and Tables S-3 and S-4). 

The No Action Alternative represents a continuation of the 
status quo. The Council on Environmental Quality NEPA 
implementing regulations recognize this as an acceptable no 
action scenario. 

Disposition of any wastes that would rely on determinations 
made under the Waste Incidental to Reprocessing provisions 
of DOE Order 435.1 would be dependent upon resolution of 
related legal issues. 

TRU waste at WVDP could be disposed of at WIPP if the 
waste is determined to meet the requirements for disposal in 
that repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU does not 
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5.8. 

5.9. 

meet these requirements, DOE would need to explore other 
alternatives for disposal of the waste. Additional NEP A 
review would be conducted if DOE were to propose to 
dispose ofTRU waste at a location other than WIPP. 

HL W generated at the WVDP site is eligible for disposal in a 
geologic repository. This waste volume (up to 300 canisters) 
was specifically analyzed in the Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS (Appendix A, Section A.2.3.5.1). 

The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under the preferred 
alternative, TRU waste and HL W would continue to be 
stored at the WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite 
could be arranged. 

Offsite impacts are addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs (Sections 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4). 

As noted in the Summary, Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
(ORNL) is part of the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR). In its 
TRU waste Record of Decision following the issuance of the 
WM PElS, DOE stated that each site that has generated or 
would generate TRU waste would store it onsite prior to 
shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 (1998). 
However, DOE also stated that it may decide to ship TRU 
waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to other sites where DOE has or will have the 
necessary capability. The sites that could receive TRU 
waste from other sites are the Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory (INEEL), ORR, Savannah 
River Site (SRS), and the Hanford Site. DOE has prepared a 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for Treating 
Transuranic (TRU)/Aipha Low Level Waste at the Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory (DOE/EIS-0305-F). 

5.10. DOE confirmed that its description ofSRS is accurate. 
Further infonnation on SRS can also be found in the 
WMPEIS. 

5.11. The Summary text identified in the comment refers to the 
WVDP site. The waste management actions at the WVDP 
site under all alternatives would be conducted in existing 
facilities by the existing workforce and would not involve 
any new construction or building demolition. 

With respect to actions at offsite locations, appropriate 
NEP A reviews would be conducted before any decision 
were made to ship specific TRU waste or HL W 
volumes to an offsite location for interim storage. Such 
reviews would address site-specific and cumulative impacts, 
including the availability of existing storage capacity, the 
need for additional storage capacity, and impacts to workers 
and the affected public. 

5.12. The Summary text identified in the comment refers to the 
WVDP site. Work force requirements at the WVDP site are 
assumed to be the same under all alternatives. Based on its 
experience and knowledge of the site and its operations, 
DOE believes this assumption is appropriate. 

5.13. The information presented on Page S-19 of the Draft EIS did 
state that total shipments under Alternative B would be 
higher than under Alternative A but provided incorrect 
shipment numbers. This text has been revised in the Final 
EIS to specify the total shipments under Alternative B, as 
given in Table S-2, Appendix D, and Section 4.4.2. Under 
Alternative A, the number of shipments would be 2,550 by 
truck or 847 by rail. Under Alternative B, the number of 
shipments would be 3,120 by truck or 1,079 by rail, which 
counts the shipments from WVDP to the interim storage 
sites and the shipments from the interim storage sites to the 
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disposal sites separately. DOE would ship the same volume 
ofTRU waste and HLW from WVDP to the interim storage 
sites as from the interim storage sites to the disposal sites 
under Alternative B. 

5.14. Impacts ofthe storage ofTRU waste and HLW at various 
DOE sites have been addressed in earlier NEPA documents 
(see Section 1.7 for a complete listing and description of 
these documents). However, appropriate NEPA reviews 
would be conducted before any decision were made to ship 
specific TRU waste or HL W volumes to an offsite location 
for interim storage. Such reviews would address site
specific and cumulative impacts, including the availability of 
existing storage capacity, the need for additional storage 
capacity, and impacts to workers and the affected public. 

5.15. 

5.16. 

5.17. 

Off site impacts are addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs (Sections 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4). 

Table S-3 provides a summary of human health impacts at 
offsite locations. 

Table S-2 reports impacts associated with the alternatives. 
Person-rem is a dose, not an impact. In addition, person-rem 
are provided in Chapter 4 (see Tables 4-1 through 4-4, 4-7 
through 4-10, 4-13, and 4-14). 

The difference between the No Action Alternative and 
Alternative A is that under Alternative A, Class B and C 
LL W would be shipped offsite. Under the No Action 
Alternative only Class A LL W would be shipped 
offsite. In addition, implementation of Altemative A would 
move DOE closer to completion' of its responsibilities under 
the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. 

5.18. The Summary serves as an overview of the material 
provided in the EIS and for that reason some information 
included in the EIS itself is necessarily left out of the 
Summary. DOE believes that the Summary provides an 
accurate synopsis of the analyses and findings that are 
explained more fully in the EIS. 
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Document #0006: 

Mr. Daniel W. Sullivan 
Document Manager 

Comments 6.1-6.4 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

000{:>, lof3 
RECEIVED 

JW~ 1' zooa 

DOE West Valley Area Office' 
POBox 191 
West Valley, NY 14171-0191 

Report sent by e-mail. daniel.w.sullivan@wv.doe.gov 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

Comments on Draft of 
West Valley Demonstration Project 

Waste Management 

June 16, 2003 
807 E. Rollingwood, Rd. 

Aiken, SC 29801 

Draft Enviroumentallmpact Statement or Apri12003 

Additional Comments to Those Dated 6/13/03 

I would like to offer the following additional comments on the Draft of the VlVDP EIS 
for waste management (DOE/EIS ~ 03370). These comments are in addition to those I 
offered on the Summary on June 13. 

From my review of the DEIS, Altemative A should be accepted as DOE preferred ~ 
Altemative as soon as DOE can assure that the waste meets specifications for shipment to 6.1 

WIPPand YM. 

I find that all of the environmental impac.ts are lower than I would have expected. I did l 
not attempt to recalculate these values. I do think the impacts in Alternative B do not 
adequately consider the interim storage slte impacts. (Values used were from , 
Programmatic EISs that are indicative of general waste not those found at WVDP. 

6
·-

\VVDP waste should be analyzed for interim storage away from Vv'VDP if there is any 
interest in implementing Appendix B. 

My specific comments are: 

I) The last sentence under l.7 (page l-13) states that "infom1ation from these earlier J 
!\EPA documents has been either extracted for use in this EIS or incorporated by o.J 
reference". I found many places where neither was done. _ 

2) The first sentence on page 1-15 seems out of place in this EIS. It raises the question] 
that is not answered, of what process DOE will use to ship waste that is not prepared 6.1 
for disposal. l suggest deleting that paragraph. If it is left in the EIS, the safety of 

WVDPWM DElS 

Document #0006: Comments 6.4-6.12 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

shipping waste from one site to another that does not meet shipping or disposal 
criteria must be explained. 

3) The last sentence on page I~ 15 raises the same point I already commented on the 
Summary as comment 6. DOE must get assurances from W IPP and YM that the 
involved waste is in an acceptable form before implementing this EIS. 

Jr.• 
]65 

4) I foundtheanswertornycommcnt l ontheSummaryonscopingonpagc 1-17. j 
There was no scoping for this EIS ncar the interim storage sites. DOE should be 
sensitive and allow potentially affected stakeholders the opportunit~ to he involved in 6·6 

the scoping of EISs that may affect them. I further note that no COJlJes of the DEIS 
were sent to those same stakeholders. 

5) Table 2-4 is a little better than Table S-2 in that it has actual numbers. {See commejt 
14 on the summary comments.) I think the person~rem should be given as well as the 6 7 

number ofLCF. 

6) Section 3.9 (page 3-25 & 26) does not describe the site implication of interim stora~ 
at s1tes other than WVDP. This description should be analyzed and added. _j 6 

f: 

7) The first sentence in the third paragraph of Section 4 (page 4-1) draws a conclusion~ 
that is probably incorrect. The judgment that no interim storage impacts exist in 6 0 
Alternative B because similar activities exist at the site is not viable unless they have 
been evaluated. -

8) Impacts of interim storage away from WVDP in Alternative B do not seem to be l 6 10 
included. (Page 4-7) _ 

9) The Cumulative Impacts section is very weak. Jt basically says there are no ~ 
cumulative impacts. Yet it identifies that WV past operations have contaminated the 
soil and the farmers get a dose commitment each time they plo\V the fields. The EIS 
further doesn't include the effect ofD&D or the cumulative effects of interim storage 6.11 
at other sites. Section 3 lists noninvolved workers impacts and I concluded it should 
have been included in this cumulative section. I was very unimpressed with this 

section. 

IO)A major weakness in tl1e EIS is the description for No Action Alternative. I walk J 
away from reading the EIS that there is no detrimental impact to V./VDP should the 
No Action be chosen. Tf this had been the case, I am sure DOE would not have (l.12 

prepared the ETS. I spoke to this in my comments on the Summary and atlcr reading 

the full ElS, I have not changed my mind on lfus weakness. .,-------~ 

WVDP WM DE!S 

RECEIVED 
JUN 1 6 2003 

DoD!..,, 2qj J 
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Document #0006: Comments 
W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

If you have any questions on these comments or I can be of further assistance. please call 
me at (803) 642-7297. 

Sincerely 

W. Lee Poe, Jr. 

WVDP \\':'v1 DEIS 

oCOb,? of 7 
RECEIVED 

JUN 1 6 ~003 

Document #0006: Responses 

6.1. DOE has identified Alternative A as its preferred alternative. 

6.2. 

6.3. 

6.4. 

6.5. 

Impacts of the storage of TRU waste and HL W at various 
DOE sites are described in the Draft and Final WVDP Waste 
Management EISs and have been addressed in earlier NEP A 
documents (see Section 1.7 for a complete listing and 
description of these documents). However, appropriate 
NEP A reviews would be conducted before any decision 
were made to ship specific TRU waste or HL W volumes to 
an offsite location for interim storage. Such reviews would 
address site-specific and cumulative impacts, including the 
availability of existing storage capacity, the need for 
additional storage capacity, and impacts to workers and the 
affected public. 

As stated in Section 1. 7, the documents described in that 
section are incorporated by reference. In addition, some 
information from those documents was specifically extracted 
and used in the assessment of impacts, particularly those at 
offsite locations (see Sections 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4). 

Minor changes were made to the sentence for clarification. 

TRU waste at WVDP could be disposed of at WIPP ifthe 
waste is determined to meet the requirements for disposal in 
that repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU does not 
meet these requirements, DOE would need to explore other 
alternatives for disposal of the waste. Additional NEP A 
review would be conducted if DOE were to propose to 
dispose ofTRU waste at a location other than WIPP. 

HL W generated at the WVDP site is eligible for disposal in a 
geologic repository. This waste volume (up to 300 canisters) 
was specifically analyzed in the Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS (Appendix A, Section A.2.3.5.1). The shipment of 
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6.6. 

waste to offsite locations for interim storage is not DOE's 
preferred alternative. Under the prefened alternative, TRU 
waste and HLW would continue to be stored at the WVDP 
site until such time as disposal offsite could be ananged. 

A scoping meeting was held during the 30-day scoping 
period on April10, 2001, at West Valley, New York. The 
scoping period was announced in the Federal Register and 
on the DOE NEPA web page, and comments were solicited 
from any interested party. 

While scoping meetings were not held at any of the offsite 
locations, members of the public around those sites were 
aware of the potential for such actions to occur, based on 
DOE's prior NEP A analyses and decisions. Further, the 
Draft EIS was provided to the relevant state agencies and 
others near the proposed offsite locations for comment. 
Comments were received and considered from stakeholders 
near the Hanford Site, Oak Ridge Reservation, and SRS. 
DOE has considered input from members of the public near 
the offsite locations. 

6.7. Tables S-2 and 2-4 are identical and report impacts associated 
with the alternatives. Person-rem is a dose, not an impact. In 
addition, person-rem are provided in Chapter 4 (see Tables 4-
1 through 4-4, 4-7 through 4-10, 4-13, and 4-14 ). 

6.8. Section 3.9 describes the affected environment at the offsite 
locations considered in the WVDP Waste Management EIS. 
Impacts at these sites are described in Chapter 4, 
Environmental Consequences. Impacts at offsite locations are 
addressed in Sections 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4. 

6.9. The sentence refened to in the comment is accurate. The 
actions at the WVDP site would occur in the facilities listed. 
Appropriate NEP A reviews would be conducted before any 
decision were made to ship specific TRU waste or HL W 

volumes to an offsite location for interim storage. Such 
reviews would address site-specific and cumulative impacts, 
including the availability of existing storage capacity, the 
need for additional storage capacity, and impacts to workers 
and the affected public. 

6.1 0. The commenter is conect. The Human Health Impacts in 
Section 4.2.1 and the Transportation Impacts in Section 4.2.2 
do not include impacts of offsite storage under Alternative B. 
Offsite impacts are summarized in Section 4.2.3 and are 
described in more detail in Sections 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4. 

6.11. In accordance with Council on Environmental Quality 
NEPA-implementing regulations and guidance, DOE 
considered the cumulative impact of past radioactive 
releases, existing contamination, and future releases on 
human health in the region around the WVDP site. No other 
potentially cumulative impacts were identified, including 
those impacts reasonably foreseeable as a result of the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS and 
those resulting from transportation as analyzed in the 
WMPEIS and the WIPP SEIS II. 

Appropriate NEP A reviews would be conducted before any 
decision were made to ship specific TRU waste or HL W 
volumes to an offsite location for interim storage. Such 
reviews would address site-specific and cumulative impacts, 
including the availability of existing storage capacity, the 
need for additional storage capacity, and impacts to workers 
and the affected public. 

6.12. DOE agrees that implementation of the No Action 
Alternative would result in small impacts over the 1 0-year 
period of time analyzed in the EIS. Over time, however, 
removal of waste from WVDP to a disposal site would 
reduce risk. In addition, DOE is responsible for the facilities 
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used in the WVDP HL W vitrification effort and for disposal 
ofthe LLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste, and HLW produced 
by the WVDP HL W solidification program. The Draft and 
Final WVDP Waste Management EISs analyze potential 
disposal paths for the wastes that are currently stored onsite 
and that will be generated by ongoing activities. As 
indicated in the description ofthe No Action Alternative 
(Section 2.3), there is limited storage space available at the 
WVDP site. Thus, DOE prefers to ship the waste to safe and 
secure disposal facilities appropriate for each waste type 
rather than store it onsite. 

After the publication of the Final EIS, DOE will issue a 
Record of Decision. This document will state what DOE's 
decision is, identify the alternatives considered in reaching 
its decision, and specify the alternative or alternatives that 
are considered to be environmentally preferable. DOE will 
also identify and discuss the factors that were balanced by 
the agency in making its decision and state how those 
considerations entered into its decision. 
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Document #0007: Comments 7.1 -7.3 
U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 

{ .. tc\T\ \~-l':r-
:! 
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United States Department of the Interior 
Offl{;E OF THE Sf.CRETAR'' 

(ER-0310471) 

Mr. D;m.iel W. Sullivan 
D<><:umenl Manager 
oou.w .. t Valley Aro• Office 
POBox 19! 
w .. , VaHey, NY 14171-0191 

L'l<.ar Mr. SullivAA: 

Ofl:'k~ Qf eJ-.ni.! 1)1\:'M~t...a P">;;iry J:I.I5J Curup-ti~U)t 

'6t:(( Mh~eit: A'>'t:S!U~ - R<•<•m 1-*2 
fk..~I:Q:n.. M~dii#<"'U ~1{>.!1..."\li 

June 19, 200J 

CD~7.~.23~:?8~) Jero7 ~'P .. •...,. \ 
~ r'Jl!ll {;JJW ~ 
~ Reeelv~ !1 ~ lJ(Jt-~ I 
~ ~ .... 

"'<} "(, 
~~;/ 

'111< Dc;>attmw.t of the Interior (Uepattment) h"" ,-.viewro the .Prnft J:;.wimnrncntallmpact Slat,.,<'1!! 
(f>Ets) for lhe West Volley Dotoonstmtion l'r<>j..,t, C>ttatOl'l!'"' County, W""t V•lley, N•w York. 
Our com.ments are~ foUt)W~-

~}::lfule.4~ 

Except f<>r ncc~sional tnm.<icnt individu•ls, no Federally listed N P'OJ"-'""' <'tld~ngered ur tl""'''"''"d 
species: under our juri..sdi<::tion are known H~ e~is:t in ~be project i:mp~~ area, In addition~ M habitat in 
the projoct impact= is currently des:igthlted or prop<.>8td "criticol habitut" in acrordmce with 
provi>i•>ns of the Endong•red Sp~i~ A<l (87 Stat. 884."' •mended; 16 U.S. C. !53 I ct S<q} 
Thetefm~) no aiolog:k:::d Assessment or further Se<::~ion 7 consultation undt".:t th(:! F..nd~og~,.;":f-cd Speck~ 
Act h. required with the U.S hsh and Wildlife Service (Sm'iu.."} at this time. Should proje,et platm 
chang~~ or if addidonnl iflfornmdon Qtt listed or pnJp()Sed specim;: or critical habita! becomes a-vlrilabl¢, 
this d~l¥.trtlinati..::.n :m~cy he rwon~l-de:red. 

B~X=au..w our infcmnation .on the presen~.e cyffQ1.h:raUy-li.:r:t.ed ~:pedes i~ fh:quently u.rdatedt w¢ J 
recommend that the DepartlnetJt of Encrn· tonl:a.d the Scrvic.e's: N(..<W y·ark Field Office, 3&17 UJker ; 1 
Ro-ad_,. Co-rtland, NY l.304S, fhi updated infonnntfon on the pre$e:nc« of listed tipcdes <Yr o~~l.r h*hitat , 
within on~ )'(:~tr p-rior to swrth1g the propos:·ed attion. 

fnYimnmontal Impact St;J.ttm<mt.L~ 

The UflS adequately <h::$cribt::S Ute envlr<mmcntal r~!i>tn~ro;~ i11 the f{!Vlwd p mjcd area. the .], .. , 
Department fs concerned about the e·Jdsting: kvd~ of wnwminM-i.on of soil and groumhvater that wem 
menti<,ned in the DEt~. but not diocussoo in detail. Anv r<:me<liation oftbrts or mere"""' in the areal ' : 
~' te~! ·~ ~<;ols of oonym•.in•ticn ollo<~kl he coord.inat<:-d with this oflkt oft he l:wpartnte.A m\Jthe 
Sorv•c• $ ""'" York f<eld Office. 

T> reduce !he likelih>od .,ran aeddontal rdea.<e of eon. tllminatio•t, the DcptiM!~n!.retommtnd~ tl1~t~1 
the proje<-~ <ponsolli arul c<>ntraetor conform to all F<lden•l and Sl,.te regu!ah<>ns P"'toining I<' the 
tfmli!P"rt nfbazon!ous/oontaminatcd m<~teriol. Conlinge"cy plaus for •c.ddenr.l rdtMe!\ >h<>uld bo ' 1 
dcvelop<d prior 10 initiation of the pr<>po•od ootioo. lf th<> pt<>je<:t spoowr and '-"ntrncto"' comply whh 
Feder .. d :1m! State rcgnlatiou~ tb-r the: !nmjptntation of this. male-rial_,. de,.oeltsp c-qntingem .. "Y plan:; {('I _ 

't;<-61 t.cr-; 

Document #0007: Comment 7.3 
U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 

minimize- the adverse ~ft~cts of au .a<;c;~dt..-ntat relea8.e~ and contact tla:: Sen·~ce's Nw York Field Offi'41 
for informution Qn Fed:eraHy-Usted SJ~ede~~ Jlr!vrto initiating the: prop~>sed ilction~ the Department does- -;3 
nQ.t antidpute that thi:i projttt wiH havt significant :hn:p>M:t~ <Hi !'i:ioh. 1tnd wi.td.tife r.c.'i>I)Ul"Ce$.. o.r thf2:ir 
habitats, -under our jurit<ht:.lit)tl, ~~--

Thank you. for ~he <~porhmit)' ta pro~tid.a input C.•tt ;he DEIS. PJ::.-a~ cm:Hnc! :me at {617) 2.2:~~lH6:-i< ~f 
you hat-e .=tny qUf$!ion!-< ~.xmc:crn!n,g Uri,~ cmrt$p<lndt.-'t.tt:>t:~ m if !.<"an ht: offmt.hcr >J~~·is~atl{':e:, 

(!;t; 

f\V'S. NYI'O, C<triland, NY (A. Chmielewski} 

Since.re!y1 

GZt"L~ 
Andrew L Rcdclanl 
Regio:md E1wiron:m~ta1 Office-r 

oooil-~L~-
RECEIVED 

JUN 2 32003 . 
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Document #0007: Responses 

7.1. DOE will consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
regarding possible updates on the presence at the WVDP site 
of any threatened or endangered species protected under the 
Endangered Species Act. 

7 .2. Remediation efforts as the Department of the Interior has 
defined them at the WVDP site are outside the scope of the 
WVDP Waste Management EIS and will be addressed in the 
Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

7.3. DOE does conform to all federal and state regulations 
pertaining to the transport of hazardous/contaminated 
material and has contingency plans in place for accidental 
releases. Appendix D of the Draft and Final EISs includes a 
discussion of the applicable transportation regulations. 
Contingency plans for dealing with accidental releases 
during transportation would be in place prior to the start of 
the transportation campaign. 
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Document #0008: Comments 8.1-8.2 
State ofWashington, Department of Ecology 

tz_._ \T.)\K~~ 

$t,\l'E Of: W~lNt:m.-v.l 

D£PARTM€NT OF ECOLOGY 

Ju~2tl, 7fffi 

Mr-. U.a:nir.! W. ~ulhlji<*JJ 
tfix1mtenl M111:oagcr 
'Ji(!:<t vau~~Y Area Offi-ce 
tlfi.Ht:d Stillt'$. l:>epiU:im~fH 'l.tf 8f"&etgy 
~' (), p,, 19l 
\\r'csl Va:U.ey, New Y:c'JI'k i4l7l·Ol~tt 

De>t Mt. ~nlli.v;m: 

Re·. Oraft West Valley O!tmcnstra.t!oo P«:!ject Wa.tre M~tna.l(emt:ot Hn,Jronme.ntal 
Impact S~atomont, w .. , V•lley. N•"' ¥"'< !JOF.IE1S- 03>70 

1'tw. W ~i llgioo St1ue Dep;nt:n~n:l ct" 'Ec:n!us:y (Ecg:l..,gy} bu teeei"'ed and aview~ed the Dttft W~ 
V~iky [)t<mon.~tratioo t>r~c::i;t W~Utfj ~1.-P~ag¢t~$liDt Eu¥i.ttmn~ta! l~ Statem.ent (WVDPWM IHS:}. 
Po~ltJgY,·" ~vii!w of the WVDP WM EL.t;. ha.~ fOI::Q~-d oo v.mi.uicmi., in.ukquad~ and ad.,'et'W lmp!!!rt 
I :i<VW~ tbt:tl tdatt. h.'l ~ora~. U~lme.m, or dl~s;:aJ of wme~ t:t.t Hauford 

l'he f"lfl><''" on<! nero <l>t<"nem 4af.'. in pall: ''1'<1 fulfill it< ""J1(1nsibditi05 undoor tile We!ll Valley 
(kmn-mw.lh:m Proj"t ott:::t. 00£ «~ !P idc:ntify a 4:iqto:md path for the 'VI.'Mte5. ~bat at-e c.~r.aly Mt){W 
oo:.;jt-e ~uJd dmt wUt be gttttll!n3:1ed in the fu~ a.rtd m dd:enni"" .t m~~ ntau::gy for dlt' ~xi1ing 
\Jo'&.<~,!c ~{tf1tge tanks:,'· Smne ~t t~f tm 1:t.:naiy~ ~lating to ll1 the aitfrnati'rfes: are d ~to tm:" 
-st~!f: of Wi$:Shingtnn. ~md .$tgnifk.ant <:<ln:tpo:oont~ of .~h~miitiW: ·s are $imply not ~of: to the Matt 

$fR.>ethf:".t!!y, the twc forwa~-r.U ~x.ti<:m alt~mat:ive~5. propene :iliipping: udd.iW:mal votu~ (2t,E.:Ol t:llhk 
tnew.t""$} t~ U--,w Le:v~i W,.~>t (llW) ~tid Mis .. W. L<-'W levd W$1:s.te {MLL.W} for di~l at HanfQttt 
These are 11:gmficanUy hu~r rttan volume.~ e:~!.!rnotfJ:d m the R~>tiwd "Orllft Hanford SOU.d Wil5te 
Progn:un l: ~- ln .additioo. Ahtm~Jh-e fl. im:-h.ldt~~ ~-ipPlng TtM:$tU1t.:nle: (fRU) and High .l..e\'t!-1 W~M:e 
1HLW) ~t) Hilnfntd., ThefJ,W Md MLLW '<'rtlnmc:s wiU cCttnpuundtM lmpac~-t.d"inadcqwrtE* wa"te 
t~~;)tu~m ,md the lack of groom.1wayrr m.ill_g-illtWn me:a:>~utes ~..4 1{~ pn)1.«(t publi~ health :md the 
~s~"\.'itrtnm..' fit ftum wastes and c<mt:~nt1n;;~t)nn ~lre.1-dy d.i.~ptt.s.r-4. of nr ret~ to the envJ.n>nmunt at 

Hao!or'! Willl r~Matd to i\ltctltall.>e a: .. 

tl 

• l~',llogy i~ 1!01 amtMN•t<> til<> 1mport"''"" .. r Hl.W f<>~ intrnm "»"'S~ (.,•hi<~ may b< '""Y 
lor.g-l<rm) o1 lh•· ll~nfard 1>11!: pe<l<!ing "'~il•l~\ity Qf ;m, N•u..,.J Hith U\•el Wl!Sle 
Rqx~itaty, Fufl:her, fbi~ ~real~ wa~te doe:;. not conform ~.~<titb t~- planned 1-n ... w l;:afl:)!!-tC.f w~.a.ge! I ~ 2 
de-.i.Rn p1armed to tm h~1ilt .at H1~ H:mf~1(d Site. r-.;either 1M lU'<'he:d JH.dt Hat~furd SnHd Wa.,te 
Et~ f"t(lf tbe WVI:W \VM EfS im:.l~de .anal)';W:!'< nf. ~ignifica:nt udv~m <=M":trorur..ent:al i.mpa.:.:u. H;.;H 
m;ly ~ult ftum ~Jf>t':U.~i~>a ~)( f<~dhtle:st we~;dt>d to :St~)n- ~ additi<m~l HLW wn~tw cit:;(;ribcd i~l 
til<: WVOP WM 1<!5, 

- n ':$'61 .. ). 

Document #0008: Comments 8.3-8.5 
State ofWashington, Department of Ecology 

Mt. n.u1wl W. Sulh·vom 
!'Oil" 20 •. '001 
f'~f.C 2 

• r.:·:Jpx~ing t.o ,,hip nnr w ..... ~c '•'"'i~hour .j:i db:po-Mf path w-. Hanrotd j~ nut ~l;!<::cptabk. The: $"tnrit]j?.C 
(;md VQtt!ntillt l!f".i!tmcm) o-f West Va:Uey Dem:m..~-tkm tW.jtctTRU Jt Hanfbrd w:u: nt)t 

-~tr:~h'r.t:U ~n ("itber the W~ute Mii::O<tg.ctt~m. Pn.,~mma.~tt;:: elS or d~ WWP -Sew~d Supplcmt-nt-11 
ELS.· P"mthe-r, the- ~t2W" ~fWa!i!hl.u~Qn nled :a ta~tn"t to $i•oop :!dlip¢n-ent t:~f 'fRU WUlt<:s W ~ "{ 
ltmlhol, b•ot:<l <•• lack of odequ>te Notional En'-ir01111l<nt.>f Polley Act w..rng• and !>ek ¢!' ,,. 
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Document #0008: Responses 

8.1. The inclusion of Hanford as a potential receiving site for 
disposal of LL W and mixed LL W in the action alternatives 
in this EIS (Draft and Final) is consistent with DOE's 
decision under the WM PElS to designate Hanford and NTS 
as regional disposal sites for LL W and mixed LL W from 
DOE generator sites that do not have comparable facilities to 
dispose ofthese wastes. DOE expects changes in inventory 
estimates from individual generators over time, due to 
several factors, including improved methods of evaluation or 
changes in mission. Most recently, for example, this West 
Valley Waste Management EIS analyzed approximately 
19,194 and 221 cubic meters ofLLW and mixed LLW 
(rounded conversion from cubic feet) respectively for 
potential disposal at Hanford, while the Hanford Site Solid 
(Radioactive and Hazardous) Waste Program 
Environmental Impact Statement (HSW EIS) analyzed 
11,297 and 26 cubic meters of LL W and mixed LL W 
respectively from the WVDP Site. As will be addressed in 
the Final HSW EIS, these differences in waste volumes 
would not significantly change the impacts reported in the 
Final HSW EIS for Upper Bound LL W and mixed LL W 
inventories. This is because these differences 
(approximately 7,898 cubic meters ofLLW and 200 cubic 
meters of mixed LL W) represent a small fraction of the 
Upper Bound volumes analyzed for LLW (631,427 cubic 
meters) and for mixed LL W ( 198,852 cubic meters) in the 
HSW EIS. DOE intends to ensure that its waste treatment 
capabilities and practices comply with all applicable 
requirements, and this would apply to any waste received at 
Hanford from other DOE sites. Similarly, mitigation 
measures to be described in the Final HSW EIS for 
Hanford's and other generators' wastes would also apply to 
any LL W and mixed LL W disposed of at Hanford from the 
WVDP Site. 
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NEPA implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.14(a)) 
require agencies to evaluate all reasonable alternatives in an 
EIS. Accordingly, Alternative B analyzed the transportation 
ofTRU waste and vitrified HLW from the WVDP site to 
other sites including Hanford for interim storage, until these 
wastes can be shipped for disposal to WIPP and Yucca 
Mountain respectively. Depending on costs and cleanup 
schedules at the WVDP site, interim storage of the WVDP 
TRU waste and HL W at other sites is a reasonable 
alternative, but DOE's preferred course of action is to ship 
the wastes directly to WIPP or Yucca Mountain. 

DOE analyzed the interim storage at Hanford of vitrified 
HL W from the WVDP site under the Regionalized 
Alternative 2 and Centralized Alternative of the WM PElS. 
In this WVDP Waste Management EIS, DOE also 
contemplated Hanford as a potential interim storage site for 
the WVDP vitrified HL W, in accordance with implementing 
requirements underNEPA (40 CFR 1502.14(a)), for 
agencies to evaluate all reasonable alternatives. The 
completed West Valley Demonstration Project has produced 
275 canisters (this EIS analyzes 300 canisters) containing 
vitrified HL Win a borosilicate glass form, consistent with 
current requirements for all DOE sites, including Hanford, at 
the planned repository at Yucca Mountain. DOE is 
preparing a license application for submission to the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission in order to make the repository 
available for nuclear wastes that qualify for disposal there, 
such as vitrified HLW from DOE sites. DOE's preferred 
alternative in this EIS is to ship the WVDP vitrified HL W 
directly to Yucca Mountain for disposal. 

The potential onsite impacts of storing the WVDP HL W 
canisters at Hanford were not analyzed in the HSW EIS 
(Draft) nor this WVDP Waste Management EIS (Draft and 

8.3 

Final), because that action is not within the scope of either 
EIS. However, this WVDP Waste Management EIS (Draft 
and Final) did analyze potential transportation impacts of 
shipping the canisters to Hanford. Further, DOE is preparing 
an Environmental Impact Statement for Retrieval, 
Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of 
Single-Shell Tanks at the Hanford Site, Richland, 
Washington ([Tanks EIS], 68 Fed. Reg. 1,052, January 8, 
2003). In the various Tanks EIS alternatives, DOE proposes 
to build 2 to 64 buildings in addition to the existing Canister 
Storage Building, for a storage capacity of 8,300 to 172,800 
HL W canisters. DOE believes the storage capacity to be 
analyzed in the Hanford Tanks EIS would account for the 
incremental impacts potentially associated with the 
comparatively small number of canisters from the WVDP 
site. Nevertheless, DOE would not make a final decision to 
ship the WVDP canisters until the Tanks EIS is completed 
and DOE had reviewed all of the pertinent factors related to 
the WVDP canister specifications and the Hanford canister 
storage specifications. 

The West Valley Demonstration Project Act directs DOE to 
dispose ofTRU waste; accordingly, indefinite storage is not 
an option open to DOE. In the WM PElS and the WIPP 
SEIS-11, the storage and processing ofWVDP TRU waste at 
Hanford was not specifically analyzed because DOE did not 
contemplate this site-specific action at the time these EISs 
were prepared. Similarly, the Revised Draft HSW EIS also 
did not include WVDP TRU waste in its analyses. However, 
under Alternative B of this WVDP Waste Management EIS 
(Draft and Final) DOE has analyzed the potential impacts of 
shipping approximately 1,372 cubic meters ofTRU waste to 
other DOE sites, including Hanford, for interim storage in 
accordance with NEPA-implementing requirements (40 CFR 
1502.14(a)) that require agencies to consider all reasonable 
alternatives. This EIS also analyzes shipping this waste 
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from the storage sites to WIPP for disposal, consistent with 
the WIPP SEIS-11. 

In the Final HSW EIS, DOE will estimate the potential 
onsite impacts of storing the WVDP TRU waste and 
processing the waste through the existing Waste Receiving 
and Processing Facility and modified T -Plant or a new 
facility at Hanford. The increment to health impacts on 
workers and the general population resulting from the 
interim storage and processing of TRU waste from the 
WVDP site is expected to be so small that it would not 
significantly change the results reported in the Hanford Solid 
Waste EIS for the Upper Bound TRU waste volume. 

Shipping TRU waste to Hanford for storage until it can be 
disposed of at WIPP is not DOE's preferred alternative; 
rather, DOE prefers to ship this waste directly to WIPP for 
disposal. In any case, DOE would await resolution of the 
pending litigation before deciding to send TRU waste to 
Hanford. Any such decision would comply with applicable 
legal requirements. 

For transportation analysis, DOE relies on the commonly 
accepted transportation models, which generally select the 
most direct routes between origins and destinations, using 
interstate highways to the extent possible. For this EIS, 
representative highway and rail routes were analyzed using 
the routing computer code Web TRAGIS (Johnson and 
Michelough, 2000), which maximizes the use of interstate 
highways in accordance with all applicable requirements. 
The routes analyzed may not be the actual routes that DOE 
would use. 

Terrorism and other intentional destructive acts cannot be 
analyzed in transportation accident risk analyses prepared for 
NEP A documents in the same way as accidents, because the 

8.5 

8.6 

information needed to calculate probabilities is unknowable. 
Nevertheless, accident analyses may be used to provide 
insight into the potential consequences of intentional 
destructive acts because the consequences of such acts may 
be comparable to those from severe accidents. The HSW 
EIS (Volume II, Appendix H) contains such a discussion for 
potential waste shipments to Hanford from other DOE sites. 
Although the probability of an attack on a waste shipment 
cannot be known, DOE believes that LLW, mixed LLW, and 
TRU shipments would not present an attractive target. 
Fut1her, the containers used for transporting these wastes are 
designed with safeguards appropriate to the potential hazard. 

The LLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste and vitrified HLW 
considered for shipment to Hanford in this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS have characteristics similar to Hanford's 
wastes of the same waste type. The WVDP wastes would be 
shipped only if they met Hanford's waste acceptance criteria 
and all other applicable requirements. Further, the WVDP 
wastes would not require storage or processing facilities 
other than those existing or planned for Hanford's wastes. 
DOE believes the increment of WVDP wastes added to those 
analyzed for the Upper Bound Volumes in the Final HSW 
EIS are so small that they would not significantly change the 
results reported in the HSW EIS cumulative impacts. 

The cumulative impact analysis in the HSW EIS assumed an 
Upper Bound volume that included wastes from off site. 
The Hanford Only volume analyzed in the cumulative 
impacts did not include wastes from off site. This approach 
was used to permit an identification of the incremental 
impacts that potentially could be associated with receipt of 
off site wastes under the various HSW EIS alternatives. 

The definition ofTRU waste in Table 1-1 was provided in 
this WVDP Waste Management EIS (Draft and Final) for 
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8.7 

historical accuracy, because this definition was used for 
TRU waste at all DOE sites at the time the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act was enacted. However, this EIS 
(Draft and Final) reported and analyzed mixed LL W and 
TRU waste based on the current definition used at all DOE 
sites of 100 nCi/gram oftransuranic elements as the 
minimum concentration defining TRU waste. In other 
words, DOE does not regard as TRU waste any waste that 
does not meet the definition of TRU waste in DOE Order 
435.1 and does not propose to ship TRU waste to Hanford 
for disposal there as mixed LL W. The TRU waste that was 
analyzed under Alternative B for shipment to Hanford was 
analyzed for interim storage and subsequent shipment to 
WIPP for disposal. 

DOE intends to complete Hanford's RH TRU processing 
facility to comply with DOE's policy to dispose of its TRU 
waste at WIPP. Any RH-TRU waste from other sites that 
may be stored at Hanford would be subject to the same 
policy for TRU waste disposal and would be processed in 
the modified T-Plant or a new facility for disposal at WIPP. 
As stated in this WVDP Waste Management EIS (Draft and 
Final), DOE is considering all available paths forward to 
meet its requirement under the West Valley Demonstration 
Project Act to dispose of waste generated as a result of 
Project Activities. Indefinite storage of the WVDP TRU 
waste at any site is not an option open to DOE under the Act. 

8.8 IfDOE were to send WVDP's RH-TRU waste to Hanford 
before an RH TRU handling capacity were available, the 
waste would be stored in a facility having existing safe 
storage capability such as the T-Plant, until the RH TRU 
waste processing facility could prepare the waste for 
shipment to WIPP. Hanford will continue to store its own 
RH-TRU until it can be accepted at WIPP, and DOE 
believes the potential incremental impacts posed by storing 

WVDP TRU waste there would be very small. However, 
this is not DOE's preferred alternative. In any case, DOE 
would await resolution of the referenced, pending litigation 
prior to deciding whether to send TRU waste to Hanford. 
Any such decision would comply with applicable legal 
requirements. 

8.9 DOE will address the storage and processing of the WVDP 
TRU waste at Hanford in the Final HSW EIS. DOE will 
estimate the onsite impacts of processing WVDP TRU waste 
through the existing Waste Receiving and Processing 
Facility (for CH-TRU waste) and the T-Plant or new facility 
addressed in that EIS. The increment to health impacts on 
workers and the general population resulting from the 
interim storage and processing of TRU waste from the 
WVDP site is expected to be so small that it would not 
significantly change the results reported for the Upper 
Bound Volume in the Final HSW EIS. 

8.10 The latent cancer fatality estimates for the maximally 
exposed individual are small for both sites and indicate that 
no incidence of cancer would be expected to result from 
disposing of LL W and mixed LL W from the WVDP site at 
either Hanford or NTS. This small risk does not provide a 
meaningful basis for discriminating between the two sites. 
Nevertheless, in arriving at a final decision under this EIS, 
DOE would consider potential health impacts along with all 
other pertinent factors. 

8.11 The commentor's interpretation of the risk estimates is 
incorrect. The expected number of fatalities per 1,000 
people is not two. Rather, the estimate of about 2E-3 latent 
cancer fatalities refers to the total number of cancer fatalities 
expected among the entire potentially affected population at 
Hanford (all people within 50 miles of the Hanford site). In 
other words, this estimate indicates that no one would be 
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harmed either at Hanford or the Savannah River Site. This 
small population risk does not provide a meaningful basis for 
discrimination between the sites. 

That notwithstanding, any decision to ship the WVDP TRU 
waste off site for interim storage and processing would 
consider pertinent analysis of potential health impacts at the 
candidate receiving sites, along with all other relevant 
factors. As stated in this WVDP Waste Management EIS 
(Draft and Final), DOE prefers to ship this waste directly to 
WIPP for disposat'. 

8.12 This WVDP Waste Management EIS reported potential 
impacts at receiving sites for WVDP TRU waste as a 
fraction of those reported in the WM-PEIS as an estimate. 
The Final HSW EIS will address the storage and processing 
of TRU waste from the WVDP site. DOE believes that final 
WIPP acceptance criteria are not necessary to estimate 
potential impacts of transporting, storing and processing 
Hanford's and other sites' TRU waste for the purposes of 
analysis in the HSW EIS and this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS. The analyses assume that all waste 
received at Hanford from other DOE sites would meet 
Hanford's waste acceptance criteria, which provides a base 
of infonnation for adequate analysis, in addition to the waste 
inventories. 

8.13 This WVDP Waste Management EIS analyzed 
approximately 221 cubic meters (rounded conversion from 
cubic feet) of mixed LL W for potential disposal at Hanford, 
while the Revised Draft HSW EIS analyzed 26 cubic meters 
of mixed LL W from the WVDP site. As will be addressed 
in the Final HSW EIS, DOE believes this difference of 
approximately 200 cubic meters would not significantly 
change the impacts reported in the Final HSW EIS for Upper 
Bound mixed LL W inventories. This difference is a small 

fraction of the Upper Bound volume analyzed for mixed 
LLW (198,852 cubic meters) in the HSW EIS. 

8.14 The inclusion ofHanford as a potential disposal site for 
LLW and mixed LLW in this WVDP Waste Management 
EIS (Draft and Final) is consistent with DOE's designation 
of Hanford and NTS under the WM PElS as regional LL W 
and mixed LL W disposal sites for other DOE sites. DOE 
estimated potential impacts at receiving sites as a fraction of 
the WM PElS impacts, based on the LL W and mixed LL W 
volumes analyzed in this WVDP Waste Management EIS. 

The total volume ofWVDP LLW analyzed in this EIS (Draft 
and Final) is less than 2% of the total volume analyzed in 
the Centralized Alternative 1 of the WM PElS, and is 
approximately 3% of the Upper Bound volume for LL W 
analyzed in the HSW EIS. (The volume of mixed LL W 
analyzed in this WVDP Waste Management EIS is 
approximately 0.1% of the Upper Bound volume analyzed 
for mixed LLW in the HSW EIS.) DOE believes these 
proportions are sufficiently close that impact estimates 
derived from the WM PElS are adequate. 

Nevertheless, in the Final HSW EIS, DOE will address these 
small differences in the WVDP LL W and mixed LL W 
inventories analyzed in this EIS (Draft and Final) and in the 
Revised Draft HSW EIS. DOE expects that inventory 
estimates from individual generators will change over time, 
due to several factors, including improved methods of 
evaluation or changes in mission. The Revised Draft HSW 
EIS used inventory data available at the time the site data 
were compiled. However, this WVDP Waste Management 
EIS used updated inventories and analyzed 19,194 and 221 
cubic meters (rounded from cubic feet) ofLL Wand mixed 
LL W respectively for potential disposal at Hanford. The 
Revised Draft HSW EIS analyzed 11,297 and 26 cubic 
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meters of LL W and mixed LL W respectively from the 
WVDP site. As will be addressed in the Final HSW EIS, 
these differences would not significantly change the impacts 
reported in the Final HSW EIS for Upper Bound LL W and 
mixed LL W inventories. This is because the incremental 
differences (approximately 7,898 cubic meters for LLW and 
approximately 200 cubic meters for mixed LL W) represent 
such a small fraction of the Upper Bound volumes analyzed 
for LLW (631,427 cubic meters) and for mixed LLW 
(198,852 cubic meters) in the HSW EIS. 

8.15 DOE uses commonly accepted transportation models, which 
generally select the most direct routes between origins and 
destinations, using interstate highways to the extent possible. 
For this EIS, representative highway and rail routes were 
analyzed using the routing computer code Web TRAG IS 
(Johnson and Michelough, 2000), which maximizes the usc 
of interstate highways in accordance with all applicable 
requirements. The routes analyzed may not be the actual 
routes that DOE would use. 

DOE routinely plans actual transportation campaigns well in 
advance, with appropriate notice to affected State and local 
jurisdictions along the transportation route. DOE has long 
maintained a transportation program that provides assistance 
to all affected States and local jurisdictions in maintaining 
emergency preparedness capabilities, including training, and 
DOE transportation personnel remain available for 
assistance during transportation campaigns in the event of an 
incident. 

8.16 In this Final EIS, DOE has modified Section 3.9.2 to state 
that these highways run near the Hanford Site. 

8.17 The inventory data in the National TRU Waste Management 
Plan are based on information available at the time of 

preparation. The inventory estimates in this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS (1,120 cubic meters ofCH-TRU waste) are 
derived from more current projections. As stated in this EIS, 
(Draft and Final) DOE prefers to ship this waste directly to 
WIPP. DOE will continue to update its TRU Waste 
planning documents on a regular basis to reflect changes in 
its TRU waste inventory. 

8.18 The inventory data in the National TRU Waste Management 
Plan were based on infonnation available at the time of 
preparation. The inventory estimates in this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS (252 cubic meters ofRH-TRU waste) are 
derived from more current projections. As stated in this EIS, 
(Draft and Final) DOE prefers to ship this waste directly to 
WIPP. DOE will continue to update its TRU waste planning 
documents on a regular basis to reflect changes in its TRU 
waste inventory. 

8.19 In this EIS (Draft and Final), DOE referenced the 
transportation analyses in the WM PElS and the WIPP SEIS
II for national context. The WM PElS analyses, for 
example, were intended to support decisions about where 
DOE would locate key radioactive and hazardous waste 
management functions, i.e., in a decentralized, regionalized 
or centralized national configuration of DOE sites. Any 
updates to the supporting data would apply to all of the DOE 
sites considered in these National-level EISs and would not 
change the bases on which the programmatic waste 
management decisions were made. Further, DOE does not 
agree that the WM PElS analyses are no longer valid. 
Updates to the supporting data, such as using new census 
data, would not significantly change the potential 
environmental impacts reported in the WM PElS or the 
WIPP SEIS-11. Transportation analyses contained in the 
HSW EIS indicate that results using new census data are 
similar to those reported in the WM PElS. 
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Nevertheless, under Alternative B of this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS (Draft and Final), DOE analyzed the 
potential transportation impacts of shipping approximately 
1,372 cubic meters ofTRU waste from the WVDP site to 
Hanford for interim storage and processing for shipment to 
WIPP and shipping this waste from Hanford to WIPP. This 
site-specific analysis used 2000 census data, waste 
inventories that have been updated since the WM PElS and 
WIPP SEIS-11 were prepared, and current, commonly 
accepted analytic methodology. DOE believes these 
analyses satisfy applicable requirements under NEP A. In the 
Final HSW EIS, DOE will also include a comparison of the 
methodology used in this WVDP Waste Management EIS 
for transportation impact analysis to that used in the Final 
HSW EIS, for general information. 

8.20 The West Valley Demonstration Project has completed its 
HLW vitrification mission, having generated a total of 275 
HLW canisters. Under DOE's non-preferred alternative 
(Alternative B) in this WVDP Waste Management EIS 
(Draft and Final), DOE analyzed the storage of 300 HL W 
canisters until they could be shipped to Yucca Mountain for 
disposal. DOE is currently preparing the Tanks EIS. In the 
various Tanks EIS alternatives, DOE proposes to build 2 to 
64 buildings in addition to the existing Canister Storage 
Building, for a storage capacity of 8,300 to 172,080 HL W 
canisters. DOE believes the storage capacity to be analyzed 
in the Hanford Tanks EIS would account for the incremental 
impacts potentially associated with the comparatively small 
number of canisters from the WVDP site. Nevertheless, 
DOE would not make a decision to ship the WVDP canisters 
until the Tanks EIS is completed. 

8.21 Under DOE's non-preferred alternative (Alternative B) in 
this WVDP Waste Management EIS (Draft and Final), DOE 

analyzed the storage of 300 WVDP canisters containing 
vitrified HL W until they could be shipped to Yucca 
Mountain for disposal. DOE is currently preparing the 
Tanks EIS. In the various Tanks EIS alternatives, DOE 
proposes to build 2 to 64 buildings in addition to the existing 
Canister Storage Building, for a storage capacity of 8,300 to 
172,080 HL W canisters. DOE believes the storage capacity 
to be analyzed in the Hanford Tanks EIS would account for 
the incremental impacts potentially associated with the 
comparatively small number of canisters from the WVDP 
site. Nevertheless, DOE would not make a decision to ship 
the WVDP canisters until the Tanks EIS were complete. 

8.22 The HLW canisters produced by the West Valley 
Demonstration Project contain a borosilicate glass waste 
form consistent with current requirements for immobilizing 
DOE's HLW. DOE prefers to ship these canisters directly to 
Yucca Mountain. 

However, before making any decision to ship the WVDP 
canisters to Hanford and in order to ensure safety and 
security, DOE would review all factors related to the WVDP 
canister specifications and the Hanford canister storage and 
handling facility specifications. As examples, such factors 
include but are not limited to, overall canister size, radiation 
dose rate, thermal conductivity and heat capacity of the 
WVDP waste, the equipment at Hanford used to move the 
canisters, and the individual canister storage structures at 
Hanford. Also before making any decision to ship WVDP 
HL W canisters to Hanford, DOE would consult with the 
State of Washington regarding safety and security in 
accordance with all applicable requirements. 

8.23 DOE included the inventory and characteristics ofWVDP's 
HL W in their analysis presented in the Final Environmental 
Impact Statementfor a Geologic ReposUoryfor the Disposal 
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of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at 
Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250F, 
February 2002). This FEIS also addressed transportation 
impacts of shipping this HL W from WVDP to Yucca 
Mountain. The HL W canisters produced at the WVDP site 
contain a borosilicate glass waste form consistent with 
current requirements for immobilizing DOE's HLW, and 
DOE expects that these canisters will be acceptable for 
disposal at Yucca Mountain. The Nuclear Waste Policy Act 
of 1982, as amended, defines high-level radioactive waste as, 
"highly radioactive material resulting from the reprocessing 
of spent nuclear fuel" and stipulates that the geologic 
repository would be designed for the permanent disposal of 
spent nuclear fuel and high-level radioactive waste. 
Furthermore, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 
has made a generic determination in 10 CFR 51.23 that, "the 
Commission believes there is reasonable assurance that at 
least one mined geologic repository will be available within 
the first quarter of the twenty-first century, and sufficient 
repository capacity will be available within 30 years beyond 
the licensed life of operation of any reactor to dispose of the 
commercial high-level waste and spent fuel originating in 
such reactor and generated up to that time." DOE is now 
preparing an application, to be submitted to the NRC in 
2004, for a construction authorization for the geologic 
repository at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. DOE currently plans 
to obtain the appropriate NRC license and open the 
repository in 2010. DOE prefers to ship the WVDP HLW 
directly to Yucca Mountain. 

8.24 Terrorism and other intentional destructive acts are not 
accidents and cannot be analyzed in accident risk analyses 
prepared for NEP A documents in the same way as accidents. 

In analyzing accident risks under NEPA, DOE considers the 
range of foreseeable accidents, including low 

probability/high consequence events and higher 
probability/lower consequence events. "Risk" refers to the 
product obtained by multiplying probability of occurrence 
for an event times the event's consequences. DOE considers 
all three factors (probability, consequence, and risk) in its 
accident analyses under NEP A. The probability of 
malevolent acts, however, is unknowable. Therefore, 
meaningful risk estimates cannot be conducted in the same 
way as for accidents. 

Nevertheless, accident analyses may be used to provide 
insight into the potential consequences of intentional 
destructive acts because the consequences of such acts may 
be comparable to those from severe accidents. The Hanford 
Solid Waste EIS (Volume II, Appendix H) contains such a 
discussion for potential waste shipments from other DOE 
sites to Hanford. 

Although the probability of attack on a waste shipment 
cannot be known, DOE believes that LL W, mixed LL W, and 
TRU shipments would not present an attractive target. 
Further, the containers used for transporting these materials 
are designed with safeguards appropriate to the potential 
hazard. 

Regarding social, psychological, and economic disruption 
associated with intentional destructive acts, DOE does not 
agree that these impacts can be meaningfully evaluated. In 
general, such impacts are too speculative for analysis. There 
are no reliable methods for predicting such impacts with any 
degree of certainty and the uncertainty is irreducible. DOE 
addressed key issues relevant to this topic in greater detail in 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic 
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High
Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, 
Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250F, February 2002, see Appendix N). 

"l'] 
;:;· 
$::) ..._ 

~ 
t§ 
"tt 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ 
:::: 
~ 
~ 
~ 
t:2 
V:l 



tTl 
I 

~,.;,> 

0'1 

Document #0009: Comments 9.1 - 9.2 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

New York State Depatttnent of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Solid and Hazardous Materials 
Sute,au of H<ll:!.atdcus Was~ and Radl:rtk>n M.ar;agement 
~di~~ion S~ffo~, E~hij~ H{YJr 
6;?~ BrVWlWEW. M~y .. New York: 1:;?2:t.~·:t?.$5 
PhOM: (5:1!H 40~..asm ~FAX: {$HH 402~~6 
Webs.J:to; ~~~ .~e<e .stat~':! ny ::;s 

{:,lif'!M (~~!y 
f.;:~R'i"/.'l'.'~il.'.!!~~\1 

June .){( 2003 RE~D 
Jutn ozoo3 

~~l.illk!l 

M.o. lrMlkl Sulli·•.r• 
OOB West Valle~ Area Oflko 
l'.O. Box 191 ,. 
W<'''· V•lioy, NY 14171-019! 

Dear Mr. Sulliv:m: 

Rc~ \-Vt.~t V;tllcy O~!momdr~h.ori: Pmjtl:'t \\',a$tC \-hn<l,t~em~ul 
Dmft Envirt)'Ilm~t.n!.al Impact S!altloH.::nl 

Tbi!i. !c·ttcttt<UMtn~!~ (ht (~{~tl:~mt.~alN Bfth~~ N>.:"''-' 'x'n'(k Sl~~f~ Dt.•·p::tttln1.:nt off..ttti·b~f-1-):t:Hetlt~! 
(\~tl.SC.fV;~liqt~'~ r<t.th<t!io~ t.'onuo1 pmg.r:utl 'm tht~ \Vt~t VOJiky f.)(:nwn~trMiml Ptojct·t W&s:te 
Mamgtmcm t~raft ftwir<mmcotat lmpatl SW<ltKill., DOE!I'IS-(l}77D, Apt.il21)01 (WM IWISl. 

\Vhile ,~.-c supptm the. e!10rt!<:i t:~fth.e DOF w rm:wc !l'ln.~Jtrd w"i"H). wask rcttW¥~~~ a~ the- ~ilf.. 

~ .... ,~ ~i-G nN. agr~(' w!th I•Nn .astwcts oi" !he DE IS: I he llh~'fn.:ahve H~ pk~c(· gf\~l,~~ in tht; H.t..W t<m'k~ ::J'1.~ 
tmd the inum~p!elt< dt~eu.s:s.ion C~fthe di~p1)~a1 ofu:a!l.$Uranic .. v.a...;;ws (TRt:O w:cr..;fe~). Tilt- gmu!i:ngJ 
alt~nm.ti\'e. if $(::b::tcl, •.ViU bia::; the t:hXhimH:t:lakilt.g l'fm'C~~ f.(l.r ~he {btlo·v.·~t~-lt ])~"Cl."lti:Hrti&~i.~Jnix~&J~l.2: 
and/or LongA Term Ste'?.·atd~.hip ms { n.t TS EiS}, <tnd thcr~ is 1"}0 :8-"Uh$taNh.'~~ b4~~iiS r~)r !h¢ 
divergence ftl'~r.!1 the arigm.al S>i.'Ope for fh~s f.l~ nf .ru:~;}v(: maml~(c-mcnt t:,fthc- Hl..W t.a.nks:. W~ do 
l~nt ~).rpo~ th.e :<lp;troat>h ~)f .a f.iqn~ralc \V\l El.S.. a.;;, h;ng ~t ~f. lA·:dttcn b) fully addre~s !he propD~ed 
al!e:m<$!:h'c.iSo; m\<! th~ Wi-nk JX~rfotmed attd d·edsim!S made do M1 afttel the N"U'A pmc~ for 
the [lLTS f:.!S, Wo urge DOE fo diminat< ll<~ !?J'<>HI:inll lllt<rn>tivo fmm til< Ei$. V<ill• thai 
optkm r~"fll->J'<~d. W( wotdJ $.\t:Pj:X)rt A.h,crna!i-..·~ 0 ms the rmJ~n:ed ;:t.httn:r:~~ive, 

Our ~klmkd. ~>mmcw~ .a~re er.:c~O$<ed. tf p.):.i hal>'C any que:s:ticm.s.. piea»e c:n.U Tunt~~hy Rice 
t)r :rm:: Thunk )'<jiJ tOr t.he ~)ppoJtunity to ron:u-r!en~ on this- d"cum~.nt 

~~e: w/t:.-n.d . J. Eng, USEPA, Regi<m tl 
C. Gknn. USNRC 

Sim;¢rdy, 

·~M fl<r1Pvr 
R::ubara Y l.'lHngberg il 

Chi4f, RadHt~mn ScNiou 

t~. Pi~iulo. NYSE.RPt\ We$t Valk)· 

Document #0009: Comment 9.1 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

&~C.kOJi.!f(U; 

NE'.V YORK S"f AlE DEf'ARlMliNl Oi' ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
DIVISION OF SOUI:l & HAlARlJOUS WASTE 

nt:REM.! OF f·IA;{ARDOl.!S W i\STE & RADIATION MANAGEMENT 
K<\DlA l'ION SECTlON 

Comm·ents; t.m 
WC$"t VaHt.~y f)Cl'l1l:>tl~tr;~tio!J Project Wa:s.t~ Manag<.'"tllcnt 
Dr~n En\:W:mrm::m~l t.m-p:.!>:.t Sb~t:me-JH (Wt>.-1 DEl~} 

hmc30. ~o~n 

I. fir<•oting "f Tk H.L W Tank• 8!wui<!Jim..!kl.nd~JdirL This PElS, 

The- n r.Js +n(;:~Hy n.meha~ks.: that d~f. WMl?~ m.af1ll,f.JA11ent a-::·~xm~ proposed i:n thf:: 
\~/M or::r.s wmd{J no! pn:jud!.W tht--: r~o~t: i)f alJ·cma~ivc~ tn hl:" :(.:(rtt::bkh::ted {~t tl1t d~·i$i(Jmi k~ be 
nude for lheDLTS EIS(_pag1:: t~9.t On page 2-16. th;c D.ElS ~~!"!-erhi t!mt e.h~ h:~trodu.t;ti·N~ot"gro~t 
~nh.-s jhe h~V~ kvd wa..<;;t~;.":" (HLW) t.tmh 'llH~ \'}\uh$ '·'wt:~utd not .;.x.\~S.titute an irrevta-sibk: ~!len.'~ 
T!iif.: rn;:~y hi:;" tt."(:h:nkal.ly t+"tlt; llw g:n..~ut may h{~ ijb-k to be rcm1)\·'~ .i.n th<: fulltre. H~?<NI3¥t'\f. fl:w 
DEJS d.Ot:-"5:. fl()t addre% the fnci lb<1!.l·tf!1:0'l.-'<l.l of the grXhlf would likely >.~ml~ti~ut-c a :>..~£~n;J~cant 
in~-rc.;.:vw lo the CQtnph .. '":"(ity, Ci.\.~t, :4.nd d.~k tnvulwd h1 r~mo'-·«1 Qf thfj w.nksi 1:1.~1d·t"f t1~C" 

D(:t:D:mruis--.;iHning. ~d/or V~ng~ T<:mJ .Sttv.=ucl~:hip F. IS ~DtTS E!S:"}. thu~ chttnp,ing the 
:n:<ik:'btn·tfit C':i.Jtta1ifltt in fa·w~r <}f h."::1\ing ttli; Hl.W 1:-mks in rl~t~~-

-n~ utjl·odu:::-:lkm. of gtl::mt i.~~~-..-) t.lt~ tan.b 'IYtmM h.a"'t- ~ dircxt irnpw.::-t PJi. the- Natlolta.l 
Envin:mmcTH;:t! f'n(i~~ Act <.NEP~"\ ~ )Jf'l}:i.:t::~ii ft)~ th;c ~i:"'~1d, DL1S ElS. Spcdiicaliy, in1roduct~vn 
~}r grout intP tht; JtLW !:ank$ -iand \."Ut~.lts ~ J'"u!1 ()ftht \\'M EtS wouhi biw th~ l.kd~iQnArrmktng 
pr-~..x-.t.os~ orthc DLTS BIS in fav(<r of a dosur~t ahcmanvs; that wm.dd k4Yt':' Jhc HLW t:L'."ib in 
pLt:c,: This would ·v)QI.t~~~e bi>th the spirit. an-d lr-~l~!rof lh~ NEPA. "fhr;;: pnttS'3ti..U for .iu.~t ~uch a 
ncg~u.t "<"¢ wnn~r.~~rul bctW('::ttil tht; Iwt> ElSe-~ lm.:;. hc~··n 1 ht; s-ubjt::i.;:t 1.) f tn.J:mcrous t-omme!dS front the 
puhfk and regut.a1or~- l)OE h.as repc~~cd~y aMurOO intt-rested parti~-s th~t stpa..r.ution ofth:z: 199(1 
DElS into two M'pllrate-. ::mil S:UPfk..~Miy iMepen{kftf, ETS:e$ would f~>l ffl:mh in dcc:i-*-t(ms made 
withtn th~ sco-pe ofthe 'A:v~·1 E!S havuw M imp~t:~ <m ~h(t NEPA vro-c<:~~ lb-r r.he SL'¢ond. OLlS 
US. \.\'c .-s~r<m~ly r¢<:omrrtt::l1d U'~11b::= DOE J":?..,..'nm\·e the gn>-ui "'int¢t~m ~asbHi1..nth:m" ofthe HL W 
l.anks ;md .,..m.ih~; fffim coJtsh.kmtkm it1 ihe \VM EtS. 

Tbe-I..JEIS do-t."li not trxptain the nc-00 f{}r ~routing th~ tit!"l-k5- ~Hi in p.artkuhlr, ii (hX.<$. !l(~t 
t.uovktt: any r-a<W.:tn!r.g to dernOOJ.:IrM<.."t ~he n~(?.·f (or 1h~~ ~iifkr~m ~~rFFi~lldlcs tn rm~.n>1gi1\1.1; th~ lank:-. 
ie-~ Ahcmaliv~ A ~md B. t'·k.,.r ~k~~s H~~ DEJ.S ~~alit.at~ and ~otr:t~=>~rt~ nllicr .owaHa:bk ~.hcnt~Hrc:i 
l~>r m:tn.>-et~- nM.n;sging !.h~;o;e !lm'!ot 

RECEIVED 
JUN 3 0 2003 
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Document #0009: Comments 9.1 - 9.3 
New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

Fvrthtr. U{tding !he hl'f.Ot1ting option j(1o thii' DfiS hnnxtucE.% t1 pa.-;..-;)'-:~ m.:a.n.'lg~m .. ·nt 
method !Or thi;J: t-Il, W t;mk~. Thett! I* 111> ~mbsmrrnl\1e argw:ne11~ pr.t:@..·-rncd lhr dtv~rging frnr.t~ the 
nngu1~l ~tope thr Ht~ \.V~-t mS nt ~.ctive manag<::m-etlt of the HLW tankf. .. n~~..:rs:.fmf! ... this Q}'~'t~on 
is h<)<md tile M'P" l>f thi• DE IS and hclm!gS in tl>C nUS f!S 

\Ve. s.um~1-tlv TCt}(Btnnend dmttbe OOF ren'{).,.''f! "tl~ ~tf-'~)1:1 •<tmc:t~m. M~~hilh~~Hmt'' <~f~he 
HtW ta.n.k~ and ~;~~llts from C(>n.Sideta.hm1 in thil:' HiS f<\~.tt'hc:r, we ~e<"mlun~nd t.!mt. in pb~·(' .. of 
gr"<n~thtg !he t<mh .. tht::' f>OE t:Xpl.Qte ~~u n.~·.m.;:.r>nllhk altt~n:mtiv·~ :lvaibhk ttl i1 (i)f ac:hli~.::!y 

m.<magiHg the ~~mKs. 

2. flm TR!l W:Mt< DiM!<>>llLOJili•>!!.Slw.u)!l.Jl~.fyJ!y . .t:lt,§&(lh&<t 

On the fin~ pagt eyf ~he WM ElS SP.mmZJ:ry, ttl~ DOE vrora~~i to ''Ship lrom$"uruni~ 
(TRV} rad~oactiv~ '"''M1~§ to ~~ WaMe hobti~>n l)i tnt f~J>1~U f\.VU\P):~ llw ~k:.cumc-nt b>Ues t.>n to 
~>l.)' d:ml. wrRV was~c ~hipm(:nh to WlPP couh.3 occ:ur within the o"C;-.;t iO )''e;U'S if the TRlJ <..'<'.a&t~ 
were. dt:ttrmined b., med aU ~he require-moots: for di:;pooal h1 this rq:.H)S:t~ory.'' (\dditiona.Uy, it 
s:t~:~~cs:. ''·lfsom~ « llfl of the WVDP's:lRU was~ dtd nQ~ me:ct lh-e~e ~ui.tJ.'!mcnH.>, lht 
D~p>lrtmenl would neWt~ expl-(!.ft" l)th.cr alttmatives for du .. -pQs.a! of !lti:s 'Wi:l..'l.te." 

l?:<l!,:h (>f fi~c!Sc :;;~.;s!tmetlt$. is true. How~voc:r~ they imply that acc.e.ptarJ£~ ilS- m.~roiy t~ malt~r 

ofddr::rm~niog wh~-h-c..."'t 1h-: Waste$. me.ctc.zrtain un$-pcciti~ t«.hnic.a! a<:.t>tTh1nte c.ntriJ i!)t 
W1PP', Rathe-r, it i;; o!lf uOOer.stan~Hng: thai the l~f¥CSt !mpc.rlim~m tn i¥.\-:.epum:.~ <~f thi ~• 'l">a~;.H: ~H 
\VIPP i:s. that the. DOB hJ5. dl~fw.::'t~ri:t.cd tlu;~ West V~it~y TRU W;~-;:t~ a.s. ton5'nu.~·n:iai w mtiUrt''l
whlk 1V./1P~ 'ml_y il.J.s a mandiitc to a<:>c:q=!t ·J~ICr:i~ :r~hH~d \'>'"-Mt;;;s. SnFN 6(!% -~.")r nwr~ ofth~ h1cl 
r~ro~c:ssccl ~t Wes! Vall¢>• came- from tht? DOE weapons mu:nufathnin_g ~;omplex., ~ht": w<~J:c-5. ~~ 
th{! ~it~ slt:-.:ntld righ!h M da:;!;~Jied as 4-eknrorehlcd. lt is .\ .. '~thin ~h~ DOE'~; powt::r H> re-~~h=e 
lh~:;; !$!HI¢, :md w.z ur¢..~ lh~ DOE to· d~> &n. \~titltt>tH thl~ ckmge in d3.S-$illt'flthHt, or ;m e;.;l~ing 
>l~~~etmmt for t<tMag.e o.f fht~~;:~ w~~~te::; ~t another DOE comph::x site, th~ ()CJE h.&~ f..1.ik<! to 
pr-J"&c:nt a viable (~j>tkm tht n:·moval ofTRU waste from 1hc silc, making the mdy "'hhlc Hpli~n 
~Otl!if1Uod Qfi•!i-lk ~tOnl~lt~. 

If DOE D~1(~!e"$ the Omatlng Option. Vh· R~c~J!Xltr1end Ahenmtivt Bas !ht_.Prf(cn·q~ 
Ahermnivg 

~H 

t~.::: 

AHerwHi\'t .A ftn:'J~Ws-e:.;; dl.~pm~1ttg of aU h)w~h~vd ~va.s.tf$;-; {LLV(I and mixQ:J W;}.s.t~:t 
ofF$.-it~ .. an<l stnring lRU was"«% atld I hr. vitrified Hl.W ~H!•$.1~<: un1it they cinl h~ 1I;ullit~~£tt.>t! 
dirc~f.ly to a d.i:!'<pc)~ml ::.:i~c. DOt pn>j~~~ d·ud the Sl~)£~t time fvr the- viu·jfi(!"d Wl~;::t~ Will fUI~ utnH I 9-~ 
al. ka::'<t 202::5, a.nd po;;)i.ibly lon~~t-r, Aht·tm~tivc B WI'Jl.Jld remove aU tdcvan:t wa~k:;: H·-orn 1.1-m :s:~~t ... 
.;:m.d frnrn Ns;w Y ark St.ak, •kithin teo }"e-ars. TIUs. asp~t of Attenmtive B wou~d pR"st;nt ~<~~'<·er 
ri..'*~ h) the ~;".it~..r.t~H and em ironment of Nr-w York \Ve ¥..''0\ild, thf:m:ti)fi::., ~upp<~rt Attrroa1i>.:·~ B. 
if it thd n:at Jl'~ if!dude the jn:I!\.--!Jncti~m of grmn 1nto and armmd tfu:: "b>lforn~ <)fT ::td.~ 2D-1 
.a-nd 3D<! GH· "inh"!"rim .~tah1h.r.m~~m:·· 

RECEIVED 
JUN $ U 1003 
000"'\ h~~~ 1 vf2. 

Document #0009: Responses 

9.1. 

9.2. 

9.3. 

DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

TRU waste at WVDP could be disposed of at WIPP ifthe 
waste is determined to meet the requirements for disposal in 
this repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU does not 
meet these requirements, DOE would need to explore other 
alternatives for disposal of the waste. Additional NEP A 
review would be conducted if DOE were to propose to 
dispose ofTRU waste at a location other than WIPP. 

The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
is not DOE's prefetTed alternative. Under the preferred 
alternative, TRU waste and HL W would continue to be 
stored at the WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite 
could be atTanged. 

Alternative A is DOE's prefetTed alternative. DOE has 
eliminated the option of placing retrievable grout in the 
HL W tanks as an interim stabilization measure under 
Alternative B. After the publication of the Final EIS, DOE 
will issue a Record of Decision. This document will state 
what DOE's decision is, identify the alternatives considered 
in reaching its decision, and specify the alternative or 
alternatives that are considered to be environmentally 
preferable. DOE will also identify and discuss the factors 
that were balanced by the agency in making its decision and 
state how those considerations entered into its decision. 
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Document #001 0: Comments 10.1 - 10.2 
State of Tennessee, Department of 
Environment and Conservation 

$TII.1''E.OftEN:tt£~ 

DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONYENT AND CONSEFIIIATION 
OOE OVE!ISOGHT 01\llSK>N 

June 20+ 1003 

D•nH W. 5nlliwn 
Illx::utl!Ctli Mar~>1¥,.~'r 
DOl! W~.>l Valley Mo• Oftko 
PO Uo' l\>1 
W<zl Viill<y. NY 14171-0!91 

'te1 EMOfl't VAl,.U!;'* ~ 
OAt!: toonlt, TE:NU:ESSE£ ~'m»t01"2 0010 

RECEIVED 
JUN:; I) 2003 

Drnlt Env!ronn~tAial l.mpatt Stai<lll•nt {EIS'I tor the Wa<k Man.agem<nt W••* Vall•:r· 
ll•mon•1r•lloo l'roj<<t (W'VDI'l <:attarougUo Coonty, NY (l)()f)US..O:U'TD) 

Tlw Tc .. '1Ul-cssec DepartmC3tt of Em1.rcmrner1' and C(}m.tn~'"ttt)-r!, DOE Ovmight Division. has 
reviewed the 3h-i.)\~e aubjoct doc:~mlt..'l:!t in acwrd.ance with tOO rcquin .. -ments of the National 
EnvimntMfilbll'olicy A•~ (Nf.:PA) and """'"'ii't<!d regu.lati<m•"f 41.> CfR LSOO"I50# ""d Hl CfR 
!011 as implcmooiod. 

Aht'tnativc A;:!' d~fint,.':d a.~ the prdfnt:!d OJ'tio:n. U wotdd t"ti)t hr,t(th:e Tennc~soc (ORNLl &s tQ:n N l 
(¥w.frtd Comment :J 
ink-mm ::.;tor..sgc facility f('Jf'" TRU waste ~nd l:~ hkewlJK: the sl:at.es prefhr~d optkm, 

Sp•<ill< Cmnmont ~ ll£&!1op 1.(1 D•>£rJml!!!! of Alttt!!Mt!. I'm $:!! Altorl!!!tiv~ !!; • Offsite Sb.lpmrnt of U. W 
&lld Mht:!l U.W 19 Di!oonL Shlp!JWQI 9f ULW and TRti w .. t< 19 lutoritn Sl<>!'Jiil!'· mu! 
lnHf"im Sfjbilil;ptfon gf the Wa!tt S.torut Tank;~ T~~ h.aso oon¢t:"'t,") ~hout Ahcm~ti\·e B ~(~.~ 
hcc-aus~ .i~ W'1.dd im··olv•e Otlk Rid~e 3$ a potrotial interim ))Wrage. facmty forth~ TR..U WllSt~ lfom 
\VVDP. t.n the past~ the !"}!.ahJ hM made J(SfWHdn:on :L~lear o.n no~ as.:~:a::pdug the stomg.e m di~r$ldon 
of<Hd..-tffs~:ah.~ wasteJ ·--

If you have any quts:tiort~ ~~{ltlCE~:rninp: these commeu!~ plea.."'i>C wnta.ct meal (865} 481~~$, 

Si~tc<":tdy !I- A.(l .. r..C,~---
''.n" A l'lwfio)' v• ·-y 
Din.::ct~>t 

~- Abn Lebers~-~n. TOEC - OOC 

Ja~) {0j,9{) 

Document #001 0: Responses 

10.1. 

10.2. 

The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under the preferred 
alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W would 
continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such time as 
disposal offsite could be arranged. 

The WM PElS studied the potential for nationwide impacts 
of managing radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE issued 
separate RODs for all of the waste types analyzed in the WM 
PElS. For TRU waste, DOE decided that each site that has 
generated or would generate TRU waste would store it onsite 
prior to shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 
( 1998) ). However, the Department may decide to ship TRU 
waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to other sites where DOE has or will have the 
necessary capability. The sites that could receive TRU 
waste from other sites are INEEL, ORR, SRS, and the 
Hanford Site. Thus, DOE's analysis in the Draft and Final 
WVDP Waste Management EISs of the interim storage of 
WVDP TRU waste is consistent with analyses conducted for 
the WM PElS and with decisions reached on the basis of that 
document. 

As noted above, the shipment of waste to offsite locations 
for interim storage is not DOE's preferred alternative. 
Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste 
would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such 
time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 
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Document #0011: Comments 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 

KNOER, CRAWFORD & BENDER, tu' 
l4l.:V:.\Yfrn: S-rp '=WI.:, $-:.:rn: t 70(1, HPfh";~P. Nf:\'l.-··Y•w.,~~: 14205 

"""""-"·~•-•••««•«•-•«-•m•-.••·««•««<o#um<·--------------

~bl.>nt .!\. Cn'..<.:"1~~fqr. 

!>:{a.~~t E K~W<'r 

~~-11.11.-\. 1'\.~l)<.i::: 

<:ns~a~ M. Oake' 

:\l~~~ M. H<:>hrt;~ 
~;{C:<vm.:l 

< '\,~,, ~/.<~'"''~'·' ~"'-"'· !/•V•. 

VIA FEHfR>U..EXlRFSS 

!hnid \V. S1.dl.h;W 
(){)E [)f)~ lU¥ltiH M i:W~l{{tf 
\Ve::;~ Va!k.y Ar~a om~:>c 
t) -~. 1Upartmt.:~Jt >;;J.f Energy 
!01R2 R(!t:k Spring~ R<jail 
\\\~! Valky, XY 14111 

}tttK:-17. 20.0} 

FI•J M$•1on 
F~<: (n~';; ~~·~·· h15 

... ~~~J;.~w.:<-r:-r~wf~:rtl.<x=t<~ 

~ •~">:t,j:.) ;h/'l'f;J;.t-,~ •. ~>'i0$W(:,l'::~ •;<l<f• 

DOll 
RECEIVED 

JUN 3 01003 

R¢: Coalition on \Vt:~t Vodlcy ~"hti:kar \\'~.s:t~s 
Our fit~ No. 11 -02J 

Dear Mr. Sullwan: 

Fnl.~b$-r..'·d 

R@-p(m~t: to the 
zmnL 

lim! the Cn~lhkm on W~$t VaH{.')" Nuc_Jcat V?a~ae~' r~uhlk~ Cmnmem suhmittro iJ1 
[kp:1rt1nent -ofEnerg~:'s Nc)tk~ ?)f r\V~!HahiEly, 68 f(:'d, Reg. 265tCJ~265"8$. (~-1~~y ~6, 

Ti1lmk y(~~J f(1.r )·'{>Hr con~~d~ti~~i~)n 

Rf:K,.t< 
Eni;ki~>IJXi; 

(---~~.~ 
""-, KNO·f-:'R,CRAWFORD '!ll'XDI'.R,;v 

......................... 

-~ ./",r··.r""~~ ...,. -----~·-···-.. .._._,,.,.,w •. .__.,,, 

. -r:C ___ ~~~~~J~- -~ __ _____.) 
cc Cato1lkrg:;trom. Dirc(!or, Ofl)(:'t~ of NlWA Pt)1icy &nd Compliam::e {•,·ia H?d~:nd Fqm·s.'>.i 

The Hcmombk Hibry Ro~nmm ninto-11 
The l~<r.rwrahk C'h.ilrk:.s E. $chumcr 

Document #0011: Comments 1 L 1 - 1 1.2 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 

Public Comm<lil SobmlH•d by tlte 

COAI.IT!ON 0'\ Wf;ST VALLE\' Nl'CU:AR WASTES 
Sh,.rp SiroN 

f.:;a~t Conf-urd~ Kt'"~" ·vork 14-05.5 
(716) 441 ·.H68 

h• lt<SJ'""" w the 

VS. Iltl'ART\leNT 01' t:-a;RGY 

N'ntkv »f Avalbhmr .. -
&~ F~J.. H·.'!'g. 165~:~1M=8S fMa)> l6, 2(}:t1} 

COli 
RECEIVED 

JUN 3 0 1803 

I11c f~Jikw ... int. ~t> ~l;.bmit'lcd ~n rc~p<:m.S<~ t.;J th<: LLS. D~~rtmtml of Energy's -~Notice of .:\\'at!ahi!ity 
(~:flhe W~st l/~~n~')' Dc-m<~1~s:~r~1~t<n P'ro;c-;;t D~tn Wm:;!~ ~-hm~!1e:-mt=:n! Em·imr:m~nta! lmpact Statr.men:t'' 
f!wr-c1n::tH::::r rcf~rnx! !o a$; ~ht: ''N~)tj{';;:''). 

This rcs.p-::m~c addr~s.~£!s rwv cJ.tc-gori...:-s ofc{)mm¢'nt. F~t·1t1 the Cc.ahtion on w,-:51 "./a!ky N~dear 
\-\ \J.~t:o.'$ & .Radwac:r! v.: W ~st~C ~mr~i.gn bn:mg..~~ an: a~1 ion .agairuu !h-e VetiteJ StJtes ikpart.--nem o fEnergy-. 
tiK N1~w Y·:>rk Stak Ene:rg.y ih::scn:xh anJ D~'•':!?:l>J-pmwt Authority ~md the Stat~ ofNe'<v Ym~ in United 
Sut~s Distr;cl C{HJrt fortb:c ~A'tst~m Di~trlct c.fNc·w· York und~rCi~·, Action ~.~o. ~~6- !Os: .. c. 111~1 action 
rc.sultri'·J m ~~ S~qnthtion C',fCcmpn:m1~st SettkmerH ~hereinafl-c:r wmtltim!t.>s ref~rrOO. ro JS ''Shpt1hlt3or(') 
v<'f"li>.'h •s(:.1.DtJ~r-r:d ~nl:t.r.;:J:d bythr? I·tonomhleJuhn T. Cm~m~ Vn~t~·-d St~t~:;. Di:.c-~rkt JtH.!g¢<:m.:\1-::ty27, 198'1_ 
:\ rt)py of~h.c Stirmi<'il~~-m it <itlll<:hcd. 

fJnrsl..:an~ t0 ~Jut StJptd.ItH>n <~r Compr<:·mi:ic Scnkmeat, certain !.:onditions with rt:g;:uJ I~> the 
bn:lronmcntll impa<:: SH:~kmcnt and pm(;edun:.-g. f.::J.r d>..."ttrmlning an '.lfi'j:~ropria!l.l' ck:;lrt <!pat the \Vc;t 
\\dky fkmcmstratif'>~~ Proj:<:c:l w0ulJ ~e un~Jcnai-~cn. lt ;s th-e ~sition ofthe. Coali.tkm. -o~l West V<slk~y 
1X{jckar \Vas.(es, th~~ ponkms ofthr: Supubtior: ofCorr:p:n:nn!M.~ Settl-ement arc -,;,=iolatcd byfh-c acdons ;as: 11 · t 
tks.aiQcd ;,'1 !h(] Noli::-~ a~~lrring in 63 F.R.16:587, """' 

·rh~ ~ppf<mdt bdng pmf.11}:;ed by the: US Department of Efiergy ts ~·kd.ativ~ ~r th¢' N~tional'1 
r:n\:~n:m:r~l·:mta~ P(Jbt"~/ A>.::t. Mtd Itfplatil)n:; ~~s~cd thr.t·eu:~dtr hy vruio~s f~t'fJl atZ~mtieso and :lUI~HJ.ritie~ . 
Tht' !X)b 1~1~$t 1~kc thi1'.~.e lo.:!gJt r~qt: lrltrm:::m:;. ~nto consideration in detr.rmnung hov..' to proce~d f<~r-,..-md 1 l .2' 
'·'-·tth the\\'<:;:~ V~ilk•y DemonstnHiu·a Proj-.:.>>,'t •~iu?;.~-;.r~ ~ll'Hh)r l<mg tt-:ml nt~l(.:::~g(~tw.mt at th~ \Vest:Jrn Nt:w 
York :\'Ed-:.•.tt St:t~·i.;.'l.' C=2mer. 
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Document #0011: Comments 11.1 - 11.2 
Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 

t. 

2 

J. 

4. 

SitliGE1CfLtMM£NT:i 

fhe Sti~t:!atton -of Com~.lm~n~se Sculcrneut {ht.''Tt'inafh::r "$l!;~td~IJc·'.n'"} r~t~~ltwa: lh.<tt. '"H~·-; .. 
¢'~~)-;.c:ur'l; E~:;vi.ronmem~~ lmpj_ct $ta1i..'TBcm .. induding: !k:: !Oto~i~~g pr<h::C.s$. ~bH b~~in r.v 
lat::tr !han (9~8 . " Th~s r~~!irement is hin~mg .. DOE c.: .. mJ<Oilmd~~tndly e-t-c<!~¢'~ !K'IN lU 
cnvlnnlmt...'htJ~I in'lr~~t! pro.:.<"~-S that sup~s~d~sc-r $:.lb$.t:u:.liil1l)· mo-Gifi.t-1:1 r.he fl~\>rJI~'.::>Ur~¢(! 
(lU! ~n l ~lSS. 

T~c EIS pi"OC1.-";S':1 h~::.~m ~n 19~S k~IH.< i~<.o·wt-.''h":'C (.4 !h>.: 1996 Compktlon ami C1o:;;ur-t DtaH 
OS A Final El$ or R"'mJ of0¢d~ion lm:S nm y;;;:t b~-".::11 i~$Ue(t Thu!S, th~ US pmc~s.s 
~ped!1ed in the Stlpuh.uio1~ ha.~ not yet been compkt.ed:. P>~tsucl;s){ t~'llh~ >:kaH $:tmm!;rry 
da1ed AprH 2093 pn::pare.J by tbe tJ$. D:;:;panm~m offn~.::.rgy. 

''Tli~ c~>f'llim.Mtk>rj of ~he [)1·a,P EtwirO?UJUm!at lmpaa S!m~-m('.'Ht fi;r 
C'mnpt~:titm r:-jthe ~l-~·st 1-'~fi(_J,.·[kmr;msJraNon P.•·oj(xt .. ·wd Cl<J.rua· •~w L,.vJg · 
li..·rn~ /dmtag~m~~ml ~?(f'IK~liti~~) <U !h<'] n~~>ftnf N~>.'W Y<Jr}; N~H.Jt:<J.r s~:.t)>!{.'t" 
Cem~:r, als<; r~fcrnx! ~o a~ lh~ lQ:96 CmnpJ*"~f<1n<m:d Ch~??ure Dmn EtS. wtH 
he 13ccnmplis.b .. xl with <:t rcYi:><:'d Dea~mmi~s.i<ming >.Hd:·or L·J,'<X·'h'n!t 
SN~;o,'Qrdshw at th*.' Wi?'~H Vtdfe_y [Jem'i:m:r.trrrli<m f>rojC:C! ;-;nJ !Fe$t<:'Yfl Nc1~ 
Yotk Nut.:f;m S~-r'ldn:· CaJh•r E!S."' !),$-- t 

Th~ t;e;?;w.:m1.Jtion ofthe!i.e two ~kments of !ht dmurt oflh:;:; \V"¢s~ 
Pr<ti(:'{·; i~ in::;.ppwprhlc u:lJtr the ierm::i of1ht Stip.tda~i~ 
n:~·~.tuir~m~ma of the National Envinmn:u:ntal PoH;,;y Acl. 

Th~ provisi-on~ of,~v: Stij)ulaHon: ~~pp1y to <my J:ml ~n trwin:·nmt:1lt<ll ~mp<v.;l 
~nto '"''llkh th~ dnst:t..:.- E!$ !bt hcg~n in F~;~s nuy ht:: $p-llt 
dtfme.s th~ :;;cop-e <'l'lh::: ck,r.;.m:: HS \'crybroadly, ~<Bt:h lh>lt 

<md¢r the 

A} Leta~~ !3-CJ .,.._·,t:W:f< ~~~ ... ,~~ra!cd as a rL\sult of the :tclJ•,·itkt 
rt<~aHm$1r;:t~km Proi~~::t as m;mdJ.!-t~d h\' th1.> t.:nikd $(.J.ic's (Qfl.(!:Jc:s~; tm~kr lb.' \.Vc::.t 
D:::nwnstmhon Pre.-;]~::.::~ A.!.·t" ' •. 

11 J 

" Ill 

Ill 

Thls; ~1l<tr~te t~1S will vl,)J;itf. prot~~k~M of the Stip:.<l~t~mn 
''~he clo~am~ bl··~mmu~nl:li lmp3..~.1 St::tl1."nWnt rwc~~'i<;< ' inc-ltal;ng 
r,h;~H b>.::-g;in uo h::t~r t.h>.~rt 19S~ •· DOE t~~lftlll.)! ~a~i}:)t('t:ltiy ('!"t~~:i'~ ~ rC"W 
$Ct}pirtg proc:::~Slllw! :f{Up~rs.t~tks m suh-;!~utbl!y mn-dine·; 111z $<·= 
in ! 9$8, .As. Sll=~~dn .. ~J. in.lb'~ Sth:Hd<~ltnn. !.tm E!S i:; 01 ~·:'rYiU~'{: E!S. }' 
appi)·('~ll~k ~W-\~ bU! 
urnt! ~ht~ (:l;..)S,:.!t'C~ E{S i:"O ('OH!p!~ti:d 

:\-by 16. ·:o;n, DOE :nhmdU' 
~;;:~.f~~~\~~~:~~ ··:~~· ~~:,_;~:;:~~;~;~~~i~~; J J .J 

klf~iH~ ~>t' <Ahcnqs.f:) ~)( Cla~~s.ll(' ~\·;~%;-;.: 
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Coalition on West Valley Nuclear Wastes 

8. 

9, 

m 

II. 

A~~~m-di:tl}t to th~ Nt~~·~~ p~thli:~bxl i:r~ ;.h~ F.f..rii.~-(~i. R.€'gi..'i.!er m:t M~y 161 2iK'G. DCm intt..'1Jth j
-

w rwov.id:t: >~ 4:'::·{1ay pahHc e~.)::-D::-uct•~ pi..'1i~..1d. HH:- S!lp-ul.;.Hj<m f~q_uin.-:::.o) .~ :'i~:IS rrv.>ndi puhh*; ~ 1·1 

~::omm~:~)t Vtritxl. 

Thi' w::.tivl~:$s:;{de.co~tbJt}in~t~{Jn. d:ecomm.l~~.iootng .:mdi{Jt tong t"m~ st.~watd~hip e:rc dear~y 
in~cn::omK-~ted ~nthe wmc~t ofth~ West Valley 0-cmomtra.!km Projer.:t. S-cg.rm:~:matiotl ~'f ~ ,~! 
tbi~ ptojetl b in~ppmpthltt und.et th~ St3pu1a1ion of Cc·mpromis.e and uHcler fd!t:Tal .aJ:!:d tl.~ 
;%~i.He en\·in-,turtt:fttall·t'<'itw h~w. 

S:hipm~.:nt ~1f CJ.&~M:::; Hand C k'l-W ko;:d Wll$~>.::-. Shirnft:m i.'lff~i~c !(fr imerinJ m.a~J;~rtle-nt 
{Aftf'n:.;Jtive !H wmdd im::n::;t...'i¢ !r<.i:~%p,nHttiort fi£ks b:x-:aut each f)h:ipmt:nt W(tti!;J htv¢ {{')' 
h;;;: tH~tde j,\\:ke. !.mc-rl•n f.tomge >.\·Oulcl JVOi<!. this ou!eome. ln t:Of!:HtH.::Iibi= ;)f! dtt I 996 oms 
'We J$keJ f<~r .an ;lltt:mativc whkh wo:.dd sEore packaged waste ~~!site f~}!' ;tli.rnite& tim~ {2 5 
Yt:-4J~$:) !O.t e:ltt~ltta~tl ~l'if!<lt!ent. W-z. have madt our posit~{')'O on thJs cka~· rept:"..;~tedty. When 
\•:~$tt 'Cat~ kav¢, ;t $bould. \\{es( v~ney j~ nol lj t:~itubk: :site f.or pt"trrmntSFlt di$pos:al of 
·wa.tle-. 

ILl: 

C1)n:m.krortlon '}f tcmp::1mry 0!1:SltC .'i-loragc ?!$ :;t:'>'.phdtb-· rej-::ew-d i1~ 1l1~:> Ll1~[S. (Thi~ 0~~ 
do~s n<~\ 1Xlnsi.do:::r ar.y_nC's unsil-t dlspo-s-ai Of ~~~definite :!itomge ~C$US~ othe~ zite:s are tu 
~~..-·~Habt-c :~rf.l;~ a d-:.:::~c:rrmn.;.H.itm h~ he>:::!~ madC" that tons;ructkn~ ofslol"agc fJcillttes at \VV 
vw1;!d fW~ h¢ prw:tk'>lt m teW.~l'.:ab!e. p.S·il.! 

fhg.h Lii:Yd w~~~clat1k~. l\·1t:.m1gernentofthe high lc•<el Wi.~Si.t'! l~nks (:..md¢!r Al~~ma.ti¥of.l£\}] l • 
mus~ n::;! im::ludc t:h.anging 1ht gtotmd wa1er pa1tcm5 or pr,ssurc:) an:anN th~m. ~ ~ _,-, 

G.~xJting o( HL \V "•V~~1e t~mk>i (Ah¢mati\:'t ~) ·.wndd violate N~PA heeau.~cr it v,:o-ul.d !mii:"l "' 
dosur.z .:tlkmalivt~s to b~ ('{:;!~.,.-td~R"d -in ~h(: Closutc E.lS no'¥.· bemg wrihe:n. ..J ~ 1 ·~· 

H:-;;: Coahti<m ftB1h:;:-r n::kr::> t11t" DOE. to ~·arkn.m ~ommt:nt5 m:Jl:.'k prior .as.. wdll~S to th~ po.-~~tkm.s 
t;.;k~:"Tl by v;~rio~n p.;s.n:;t:~ ia ~k: ll'tio!<: er:tlt~OO NI-?J.~~~.d~LuLs--..Rl£h>~niwn, ~t «l, t1led und-t!r Catoe N{), 01-
C\-"-41.~ ir~ !he U.S, D~s;!.n<:t Court iOr the Di:zt..··kt c.f l.daho. 

DM¢d hn:J ~!. 2{):~1] 

TO ~-tr, n~tlld \\', s~l!ivaH 
OO:t Dxumcn! M~m.ag~r 
Wes~ Va1!t~Y A.re~~ OHi:t:¢ 

U.S. D{:p~r~m~nf (lfbltrg,y 
l 0282 R<~d-• Sj>rings: }<Qad 

We~tVa!ky~NewYork 14171 
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TO: Carol Bot~tr(.:rrt, ()J~"C"-cH->r 
Om<"t ofNEPA Po bey omd Con-;p1bm~.;~ (U1A2} 
OW-ce ofth~ A.Mii~M:~;~ S:;-{;:re1m'}' fo:r Env!mnm{':n~ .• 
Safe!<: ond Health 
US. bepartmt!1t of Energy 
~000 Independence Avenut, SW 
v .. ~ashin~''hm D.C. 105~5 

TO: 'fht Hom>r;ilik Hill<~~' H.odh~1rn (.'tinton 
\\'es;lt'm Nc-.v Yod. dm~;c 
Guar.mty BuHd::.ng 
$-:.lfte20S 
l~ Ou.m::h Sttcf~ 
B'i.ltTalo, Nev.= York 1<.12{)2 

f'O: Tho Ji()n()rabk Clt,ri<l E. S<hMme• 
Wt:MCfl'l Ne''..\: Yt>tk Otlk~ 

ll I w~s.t Huron Stfi".X:t 
R!.)OH!610 
Bum~kt, Ne\'1{ Ymk 14~02 

()0\l 
RECEIVED 

JUH ~ U 281!3 

Document #0011: Responses 

11.1. The Stipulation of Compromise (included in Appendix A of 
this EIS) requires inter alia the preparation of an EIS to 
address the disposal ofLLW on the WVDP site, and does not 
preclude the preparation of more than one EIS. The 6-month 
comment period in the Stipulation applies to an EIS prepared 
for the decommissioning of the site and is not applicable to 
the Draft WVDP Waste Management EIS prepared for the 
offsite transportation and disposal (or storage) of LL W, 
mixed LLW, TRU waste, and HLW. DOE has committed to 
a 6-month comment period on the Decommissioning and/or 
Long-Term Stewardship Draft EIS. DOE believes that it has 
complied and continues to comply with the Stipulation. 

11.2. The scope of the EIS that DOE began in 1988, with a draft in 
1996, is now addressed in two EISs: the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS and the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. Waste management activities, 
including offsite shipment for disposal, have utility 
independent from actions that might be taken to 
decommission WVDP and the requirements for long-term 
stewardship. In addition, the waste management activities 
described in the WVDP Waste Management EIS will not 
affect the range of alternatives available for decommissioning 
or long-term stewardship. Therefore, DOE does not believe 
that its NEP A strategy represents impermissible segmentation 
of the action. 

11.3. DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. Under DOE's 
preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W 
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would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such 
time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

11.4. The No Action Alternative analyzes the continued onsite 
storage of existing Class B and C LL W, TRU waste, and 
HL W. In the discussion of alternatives considered but not 
analyzed (Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs), DOE 
explained that the EIS does not consider the construction of 
additional storage capacity at the WVDP site. DOE does not 
consider it reasonable to analyze an alternative to construct 
and maintain storage at the WVDP site because of the cost of 
new facilities and maintenance of existing facilities. 

11.5. Neither the active ventilation of the HL W tanks and the 
annulus surrounding the tanks under the No Action 
Alternative and Alternative A nor the use of retrievable grout 
for interim stabilization of the tanks under Alternative B as 
analyzed in the Draft EIS would change the groundwater 
patterns or pressures around the tanks. DOE decided to 
remove the option under Alternative B to place retrievable 
grout in the HL W tanks as an interim stabilization measure. 
DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

11.6. DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 
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Document #0012: Comments 12.1 - 12.6 
West Valley Citizen Task Force 

I II 
\Vest Valley 

Citizen 
Task 
Force 

Dmict$ul.li,..., 
NEPAC.ompli:»KeO{lka
WVl:WWME!S 
102S2 Rock Springt< Road, WV -49 
Wes!Valley,NY 14!71·979\1 

Dear~·fr.Sumvan: 

Jmw30,2i.l!l1 

0012.
RECEIVED 

JIJN J II ZOOl 

The We• I ValloyCitizonTMkFon:•(tTI')ha.alr<~dy<X?r<ssed<><m«ttt>•>ixmo J 
-.:<p)ittingtht:~wi.m-nrncnta.limpact~~~~t~nl{EtS)forth~\Vst~~VijJlk:y~itE:,~i"ceob<t.lhth~ ., 
Nati~:JnalE.n~~~rornT~zntalPolicyAct{N£PAlandtheWes!VaileyDe:m<>tlsW..:~.tlonProj''<.'t !~.! 
( \VVDP ,l Act ~c:..Jn to c~l! tOr mtc ptocs.::M.. 

Nu~1hattheElShMbt:en:sp.l~t~ wehcUev-etlled~(ttnmi.t.>:>l{m.it~g. EHhdllhdht -~ 
mo'Stimponanl issu.etoOO!Sdd~'tt lhiswastemll!lagement ErS.apptamtodrt~-al \Vith .~:;:..~ 
k$.$(:t i&.:filJ{,.""$, We trust it \\1U oo! dislractthe Departn1en.t from Ut.emnre importm~tt&Ji: {~f 
mmplctingthodw:Jmmissiooi'%EIS. -

AsweexproB:wdmourscopln~tcmmcntsin2~)QL \'i.'eco!H:ftrl!embtc-('.ct.tC"emcd J " 
d1a1 ihe: ~ommissi«nin~pha-;e~ou!d ;>d OOggcddo"~<~·njfth~ [)()f/1\l:"SERDA dl~i:gre-J- ~"'" '" 
mefl~conttttije, 

Th~re ;w..:: 1wo i::;sue-s ln Altcmativ~ B th>}t we <h'C•Uid !.ike to addr~ss. W ~ dis.agrec d. 
'>"< ifh the p:ro-po-sa~ ro pu~ .w:t).Ut ifttey tbeundergro~md ~.mk:s.. Howevcrretr<e\'~bicthe grm.d 
m.arsc-tm<nthemf.lm:rn!.,~t\'l.'~!tttrtjudki$!htc00ioctt.utlh<::decommissionin.gElS 11~egr-~>ut e:-.~ 
woulclmak.z-ibt~..~rer~m\ rt:mm-alme~rc-difllc:olt~and.w·ou:ldunthlt!yf~c·ihtatein~pl<K'*¢1o!';..~rre 

(.):fth~ t:mks. 

Omo~hne<marn-~;,vithA!tem~li'<·eHis!hepropo:sa!touseinterim*-tm~)g~:atother··· '"l 
s:tes. ~nt~S_rirn_ ~1~Jt~lg:t:\\"iU :nvot\·e mw.-y m<a~ !i-hfpmcnts.c.(!•S.ts and. ri~~. andcreatf tumect:s:~ a.::J 
sary pubhc:oCQiltfU\'CfSj'. __ , 

We r...al! J'"$.~Uc altenti.otl to ancbviQU:S<J't~r.;igh:L Figure l~5 impro~r!y ~xc:h~d(;:; l 
w:;id~·nt:s ofCJnOO~ th=i~g: within a 50~mi !~ mdiili. ;_>fthe sih.~: The maps;na..~·J.%.t.s. ~hato ·~·n 
.,500,000p!::-+~~k live o-r~..the=-t\mt,;ri.;:rn s:.id.~<,fthe N~agaraR.Ive:rlmdrluc)~sav~ruo~~ the l-:..fi· 
CcmM!i::Intidt,lbefigurcshoutdbe!~'li~t<t$howmorelhun tOO>OOOpoop!chvlng 
b<:twcctl i'<>rtC<)lb<:>rne, ~nLak• E<ie,ru!dNiagara Falls, Ontario, _ 

V «Y m;ly yo""' 

~A • .;t~ 
L<:d.&•J"'" 
onhl-'halfofthe-
W<~t V.tleyCiti.wnTask ~'"''"" 

Document #0012: Responses 

12.1. 

12.2. 

12.3. 

12.4 . 

12.5. 

The scope of the EIS that DOE began in 1988, with a draft in 
1996, is now addressed in two EISs: the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS and the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. Waste management activities, 
including offsite shipment for disposal, have utility 
independent from actions that might be taken to 
decommission WVDP and the requirements for long-term 
stewardship. In addition, the waste management activities 
described in the WVDP Waste Management EIS will not 
affect the range of altematives available for 
decommissioning or long-term stewardship. Therefore, 
DOE does not believe that its NEP A strategy represents 
impermissible segmentation of the action. 

DOE agrees that the larger issues of closure are being 
addressed in the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS. DOE is working with the cooperating 
agencies to complete that document as expeditiously as 
possible. 

DOE continues to work with NYSERDA in implementing its 
responsibilities under the West Valley Demonstration 
Project Act. 

DOE decided to remove the option under Altemative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
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and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. Under DOE's 
preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W 
would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such 
time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

12.6 Figure 3-5 has been revised to include the Canadian 
population within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of the WVDP 
site. 
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Document #0013: Comments 13.1- 13.3 
The League ofWomen Voters ofBuffa1o/Niagara 

o-'·J\ ~., 

• 

' • ;\ ..... ·- "~. ,. "''> ~' .. _f't~1.ttft,"titnftnn.\c stJ'G-u Ll b ti'tlbr!i.reillL 
;z~; o:;;,.~?~!-.?~~~~v~:~9-~~;E~!a?!3s~~~~~~~'~'1N~:~~~" 

Dani<l W. Sullivan 
Oocum-cnl M.;mag.e-r 
DOE W<'<l V!illcy Aruo Onl<t! 
P.O. Bo• ~ I 'II 
w, .. , Vulloy. NY H171-QI91 

hrno Z6. 201)} 
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COMII.U:NT: Onft Wast< Managemtnl F.nvo..,runeDbllmpad Stal<mont (EISJ for the 
Wrst Volloy IJ<mon•frolion l'rnj..,l 

lk,-n Mr, SuUh.•can, 

w~ Vi'(.m,<" ple.1SC<.I to ~Ott! that dH: IX~rt.m~nt Tt!:'.!i§Xtmk-d t~s publi~ Ctmctnt:~ and Cbt)'$C to hmh 
the w:opc of thi!t EJS to Qnsite '¥-"US'tt' rnan.a~nwnt .and vffsite wast:e tmns:port.a:tion issUt..-s:. By 
¢Sduding doonnlllmiruotion ucHdiie< "-' 1""1"...,; in tOO Mmdl20lll Notice oflntent {NOll 
Uw n~piD'lm¢111 hoo made it """il'l' f<>r us ta l~J)!>f!>'1l of Uw plans !hUll fy, 

J
-

'f1-dJS Es nm. IO lWY that we ~l(ip.tt>W of~plitti~g tbe ms~ merdy d1a.t \I{~ C3n umfumund UK: U(:l:() 

to nwv~ alJcad \~'ith w~c. rraanag.ctn'-"flt as mt.~th as tAA bt d4me- u.ndt.r the- dn:'-Jm~~~o,:cs, Th~ 
~kdown in !"K:!-8-0I:U.uinn~ bctwt:cn.ll~ DOE and Nt!w York S.m:1.e E:m .. -r:gy R.(<~~H"Cb. m:td t.~.l 
Dovdepmcn! Auth<>rity (NYSE!U)A) is very troubling to \1$, "-'it appe.,. that <iloo~ing an 
a.h(::malio;c fOr fit*Jt d(t-,..1~ (~r lhe 5lite cnnnot k m::compli~hW und:l the tW(l e:nliti~*' ~.m .nt~ 
oo their respettive ret:poooibiHties. 

Splil!i~g lh<> US ""-'ffi' C<> haw ""'"lt"'l in 1m orp<>tl<l:l>lty 10 ciYllll!" Olte W<ml> in the title of ]-----
!he loiS from c,,mplerion (of the Projt(t) and CIM~<'>' ot bmg-teml MamgMt<itll (of WVNS(' 
f<tteiliti.e~(1+ iu {X<t':t-"J-ntrnh'..lfio.ni'fg ?md/t)f J .. ong·lt~rm .';,1~·ont.<thip, Wt: tn:1~ that dw term1nology tJ-.1. 
chm>gc d'""' !M ;ugge>OI a ch!..,go ill d•: J)top!<ftme<>1'$ C<"'rtuilllO<fll 0> wbol '""1 well \>«<m>< 
ttcy lo~g-term public h:~.."J.hh Md mkty is.'tlJ:eS:, 

On ihe P''"""' US, our"""""""' porullol tho,., oflhe Wc.t V•lky Citi<.ou T"-'k forec (ClF'!-
1, l'opuloti<>n li{!Uros 1i>r Coru>do 5hould h!ive b«:n indl>ikd in (11< lohles <>f impacts on I>"'P]k 

living and v.-oding wiiliin a fifty--mile radius oflhe site. l'<>r the decommissioning ..,dlor 
kmfHerm !!l!cv.-'ardsh!p F1S we h$){'e :roo willlndu:dc (\tnadian pi>puhttio.n figures atld tdS-t:.l l.~. ~ 
(M1;ider Jhe liloolihood of huge P<>put.ti<>n inc_.._,. in bo>11l countri,;; "'"' d1e many y.a.-s 
th>t llk1t<tiallrmn Ill<''''~ migl>t r<m:>ai•" WIZard. --·---

Document #0013: Comments 13.4- 13.6 
The League ofWomen Voters ofBuffa1o/Niagara 

LWV"""'-"'<D'.WMtiSMJ 

1. W¢ "ll""' that Alrematb>e A is m<>re ac<:ep~abl• than Al-ti>-.: H. ln f..,t, Alt..,..tiv~ !l i.s ----~------
not ao«jlloblt at alt. The ideo of srotOiing lil• ....,.eti3l wilh 1he int<llt that it c.an be dug up •• 
"""'" f~l= \Uw, i• "'"""•llrtiv<~ at best Sin«: oo one ha• "'"" <ffitlt with m~al of this oor1 
for the hund«d> of}O"" tJm1 .,-.•on the law-lovd """"'will remain radioactive, tbtmd~ no l'H 
guar.mte<! dlot U... ~ witlln<le<-d remain w!\ or !hal the"""' and risk of reoroval will unt 
!is>< in U... future. Coosidoriftlllbal this is an .,...,table site for bruiol, lbo <>bviau& q..,..lon ;., 
if it io ""~ 4> be tomovad, why unt """""• it ooW? __ _ 

3. Although holdiftll matc!'i!llot tbe •lte tlll$0$ tOO~- of a J'l'>"'il>le !.,.,glhy wail fl" it> •~ 
rem•wlll from <.,.. .,.,... tbe Interim otnno.g~ ..,.,.,;" rtqui~ the tt""''l'"rtation .,r tmrtcrlru 
twice~' unjustifiable <>A the basis ;;frisk and colO!. lltlt4> menti,nilio pomibUil)' that tbe L\3 
int•ritn t...runolmight lt'lld ~J bo<<>me pem>an<m for Rsid<mlll <>f tho .. ..-. !Ill unfni< 
projtttioo of""' problem onw ~ el..,, 

Thorefore, wo agroo tlmt, <tf the 1l!re<: al!llmli>tives li...,d, Allem&tive A is best. N,..,me}.,..:--;~·] 
<l'.l<pee! the mamilllto be >ta!ri!iu<l and, if olllll pcl1lSible, abD>'e<ground-Mtievable to nrlnimil<' ' J.o 
tbe lmzanl whlleiiWlliting hs ultill:lftlX: removal from tl>< area ·""""""·· 

ln ooru:l""""" we woold be m:ni110 ifwo did oot remilld the~ <>filS""'~"'""" ro a olllf 
fmm d!izeM neat OOE ,.;,._..rot publl~ di"""""oo about mO<OI""' mol<:ria! Md Wll8le """"'8""""''
DO£ appro .. bed tho U:ague of W<>men Vmern f.dlldioo fund (L WV!lF) in 1996 1<> convene a 
Nali<mal Dial~ proc..,.. E~n though U... [Jep!lllmml overrode L\'iVEF ~ions fur 
som:nd r<gimllll and nati<nw ~orm in vari0115 oms oflhe 00<\llllrY, nnd eY<m though over SO 
enviloomontal groups bo}•c<)lled the two ~ps that w~re finally bcld in San Dieg<> and 
Cbleogo in Junt 1991, U, porli<ip!tlll£ of lltelmersil~ Discmsifm.< "" NU£/ear Murerlal U1!d Wmre 
agreed on two majm points: 

• The Se<:relm-y of bn<:rgy ""'"'Jd initiatto a Na1t0/UJI Dlal<>g~~e Qn Nudew- Mar.rinl ond w,..,,._ 
• The Sttte!Juy cfEnergy moold lkv•ley a '"""'no! Wast~ MMagemelll Sffafegy M"" """ 
Co~ must bock lhis """'"'!Y ,.;111 l<mg term fundi"'l to""""! it out.~ 

W• hope hl..., 00111 "''"'"'~- ft>llol'<'<d in the 11tar f1>1ure. 

Sinten:!y, 

~ ::?: rl <- /.,Q 
.-·:_ ... 7f.I~·'.f·~· r. r _,A·~·J"'1{~-
!.aura McDa&WIJ 

_;!? P' -P ,_-
O:t....rN,n./ ·(/~ O"tLJ-s.""'·Ll .• < • .:.tr 

Pm;idenl. kaftUe <>f WM""' Vet~ uf Ruffalo/Ni~>g3ta 
!."""'""' S. Lambert 
R.Wmooilor 

RECEIVED 
JUN J U 2003 
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Document #0013: Responses 

13.1. The scope ofthe EIS that DOE began in 1988, with a draft in 
1996, is now addressed in two EISs: the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS and the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. Waste management activities, 
including offsite shipment for disposal, have utility 
independent from actions that might be taken to 
decommission WVDP and the requirements for long-term 
stewardship. DOE believes that proceeding with the waste 
management component will allow the Department to make 
progress in meeting its obligations under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. 

13.2. The change in the title of the document does not change or 
diminish DOE's responsibilities under the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. 

13.3. A discussion of potential impacts to the affected Canadian 
population has been added to Section 3.6 and Section 
4.1.1.1. DOE does not anticipate "huge" population 
mcreases. 

13.4. DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

13.5. DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. Under DOE's 
prefened alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HLW 

would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such 
time as disposal offsite could be ananged. 

13.6. Establishing a National Dialogue on Nuclear Material and 
Waste is outside of the scope of the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS. 
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Document #0014: Comments 14.1- 14.4 
Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee 

eLOCmc 
J::m<: JH,:1{:1)3 

Oak Ridge Reservation DOJ4-
Local Oversight Committee RECEIVED 

lJM'1id W. '~kll>\":i(.\1 
[)(_)CMffl~fl: M:~:~tt•3 
i)(}l:·: We~t V>!lk ... ..:\r.;::;J-O~fi;;~ 
PX.l. B.;..~:~. tg; , 

JUN ~II 2003 

\Vt--:;t V>1Ht:y, NY l4n'1·{i1V1 

lf"axr;:· M>l'WW'ttli~M-

Ot.'::i.r !\k ~~:.l:h;~f.c". 

Th¢ C!t:r.t'!~~, Ar.t-. ... i:;ory P~n~::l v::,\.?~ <>f th~ O~K RidW R~~li'l;'n-~ilk)tl {t)RRJ I .. (;(:~l0\-'tt:~itl:! 
C.-;.mm~~ttot::, hK .. O..(lC'l -:..'1-!Ttt:;: (0f~~mtm:: ¥1 tlw ~-lmfi \\'~;:~r \'.::liq· t}::-:n>Jih~x.;~th(n 
(W\'DP·J 'A'~I:<tf: Me:::~~<tt,Y.m~cltt (WMl Ew,.:r.~r:m..-nl;il:i lm;;:w;·l ~J;m.·ms>-:"t! ::US;. Tlw 

IE.r···'~\-~= ~il~r~ .<!-1~ ~~~'<-2J'i~~ ;l:~pe<CHi ~~f ~he m~ lh:H ;ir~ 

pmbl~mab:. 
]•u 

H~~ \\':mi.' halatk:{t 
>.~:~:>H' do;e:~ j~::-1 ,,~~~d tl':.;; ddlnil:rm ..:~f s:.!,;.·h 

hr ;.h::f.~'l~~'.{ v.,;lM(· lb: "i-!.:h)-c.:c~ 

fi!>: I (.'.f I 'CJY!>.~I ::• 

!":.:~<,:<:,. ia\ ~~=~<'Jf}, ('-',r.n ;J 

v,.)~!C "\~l•.;:;~rf1 1<: 1.>:." tb.~!>.>":-<.;~1 r~r:h (Jf.>( b:· -:.,n1k.:!t:ii! k 

RH lRt: ~·.-a'ftx- ~ ... t~i=:h ~·, hl':1:t~:,! ~'! ;:-:< pb<:t:l:l-:.'nl Wl!hu• 

ruMh>:m.:;~~; ::,:~1 .:~·~·~-~;:~~!;::~~~~~lti:~ fa;;i!i(y --,:-<tv, :\k:..!.:>~ st,,it ~'t"!rni! i-: 

~~t!T\:;.i~:l~~ f:.t~:>~i!;g l;;::" ·.:-.)r:~U<;:..~kff d =i bi'~ ~>:mJ ~~.:1·.'·~~~ 

:t.m1 illi~:l$~(;:Him~vc::, fm: ·:ihi])l'ill~ p~>l:.:~·:~;:H~, ~ran~:p;:.!"'((\1 i\'E. :~:1;j 

;.>.::-: ~~}p!~~:.llbk ~-~;.,~rh·:.>d :::~~~;t-:; 

iU 

!-1 ~-

'0}~ (Yffrt h~)ld:;..lh.:~ iM~~~~~~ in'-"•tlltny nf Rn -rm = ~1~~ i:t th.- ~>UE <:<•myk:...~ <B \.>.."(.~:! J 
~~fi:;fi"f~:~Rtf~~~;:~~~~~!:i:;~:-l\i~jf):;:;;;~,~;:,:.::,·.:::;·::.::.~::~;:~~~;:~~::::::~::~0~~~~ 14

, 

Andersoll • Meigs • ~---~ • City of Oak Ridge • ~ • .toud011 • Mo~ 
lo:! ......... 4,a.l!oD • OUI!Iqo.fam31l• ,_!l")<!l).!ilaa •!1")'11040'1:1 • luiMSl-'1:1• ~ocl• -~wt 

Document #0014: Comment 14.5 
Oak Ridge Reservation Local Oversight Committee 

D.W SuHivz:1 
fJ:"3t!/=i)J 
P.:lg_¢ 2.Bf1 

Th·::- tUC b rr j:('tr~'ll-1"{>111 r?"t-~i.}n<tt {>t!}:;mi¥M~:on ft.mdJ:f] b) dt-c- ~~al>t '>>f"l\.-m:1:.<;::.(!4, ~·~~~th!i::.!Kd ~.~ 
pr~•'\:·~dc: lo~aj }.t(.'l\l:tnfll<mt tmd d!ilJ:!1 input into th~ <:"ll\·Hnnm~~~;d m.&.ll<t§_~m-t•!U., d'-'ciS:!~m~n 
*.wl -c-v1:tl?.ti;;..m vf l~l~ lJOE''>- O:~f<.: Rid~~ Rk->e~v:~rim1 Thi-'l B-:)<tt:! <ti' l)knt,)f~< ~)1 ~h~ I. ('f(' is 
>.:1.m1p-;.wr.<l -or de!.:"::~d 

~U ~~lt~t·~~btr:; with di\o~r$~· 1;;~~!-.~~~;:;::~l~~;~~~:;:) Jhe 
[i:(!ot.:t{j in!~r>.:?~~.;; b>· ~-~, i·~·....,.irlg a1d ;:H"<f"<-idin; 

T1~;;; Ci\P ~)9r'r¢{:1~tt~~~ 11"::<: f.lHWI'Hmi~y ~~~ (\}rr:n·:~t~~ 1m th~ \\'V!W W>.-} us 

Si:~ct;rd). 
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D<t\lJ R A:kn. "N"f:F,-\ ComJ)li,l:s:..,;: Oft':·J...>r, })OF ORO 
.lt=:>¥.~ ft,·:f.~t.~r-~.t:~H. A$~i-~t:sJlt $~(·n.'l::~fY tl-r Fr<.,t OOE HG 

DOLH(f 

RECEIVED 
JUN -1 U !893 

COl~ 

~ 
$::l --
~ 

ti 
"'tt 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ ;:::: 

~ 
~ 
\'1:) 
;:::: -t:2 
V:l 



tTl 
_j:,. 
00 

Document #0014: Responses 

14.1. Alternative A is DOE's preferred alternative. Under this 
alternative, TRU waste would continue to be stored at the 
WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite could be 
arranged. 

14.2. TRU waste at WVDP could be disposed of at WIPP if the 
waste is determined to meet the requirements for disposal in 
that repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU does not 
meet these requirements, DOE would need to explore other 
alternatives for disposal ofthe waste. Additional NEPA 
review would be conducted if DOE were to propose to 
dispose ofTRU waste at a location other than WIPP. 

If wastes were shipped offsite, waste that met the current 
definition of mixed LL W would be shipped and disposed of 
as such, and TRU waste shipped to an offsite location for 
interim storage or disposal would meet the current definition 
of TRU waste. Appropriate NEP A reviews would be 
conducted before any decision were made to ship specific 
TRU waste volumes to ORNL, or any other offsite location, 
for interim storage. Such reviews would address site
specific and cumulative impacts, including the availability of 
existing storage capacity, the need for additional storage 
capacity given the configuration of the waste, and impacts to 
workers and the affected public. 

The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under the preferred 
alternative, TRU waste would continue to be stored at the 
WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite could be 
arranged. 

14.3. The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under the preferred 
alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W would 

continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such time as 
disposal offsite could be arranged. 

Appropriate NEP A reviews would be conducted before any 
decision were made to ship specific TRU waste volumes to 
ORNL, or any other offsite location, for interim storage. 
Such reviews would address site-specific and cumulative 
impacts, including the availability of existing storage 
capacity, the need for additional storage capacity given the 
configuration of the waste, and impacts to workers and the 
affected public. 

14.4. The WM PElS studied the potential for nationwide impacts 
of managing radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE issued 
separate RODs for all of the waste types analyzed in the WM 
PElS. For TRU waste, DOE decided that each site that has 
generated or would generate TRU waste would store it onsite 
prior to shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 
(1998)). However, the Department may decide to ship TRU 
waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to other sites where DOE has or will have the 
necessary capability. The sites that could receive TRU 
waste from other sites are INEEL, ORR, SRS, and the 
Hanford Site. 

Thus, DOE's analysis in the Draft and Final WVDP Waste 
Management EISs of the disposal or interim storage of 
WVDP TRU waste is consistent with analyses conducted for 
the WM PElS and with decisions reached on the basis of that 
document. However, the shipment of waste to offsite 
locations for interim storage is not DOE's preferred 
alternative. Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), 
TRU waste and HL W would continue to be stored at the 
WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite could be 

arranged. 
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14.5. DOE recognizes that information in NEPA documents that 
were prepared several years ago would need to be updated. 
Appropriate NEP A reviews would be conducted before any 
decision was made to ship specific TRU waste volumes to 
ORNL, or any other offsite location, for interim storage. 
Such reviews would address site-specific and cumulative 
impacts, including the availability of existing storage 
capacity, the need for additional storage capacity given the 
configuration of the waste, and impacts to workers and the 
affected public. 
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Document #0015: Comments 
County of Erie, Department of Environment and Planning 

County of Erie 
Jm.L.t. VlAI'*.IOI:RA 
~$M!<W( ~x~;_-,:)1~\1~ 

i...AIJ~EH<::f K. m;eun 
<X~".l~)!>;<t'S! 

OEPARTMS:fit or ENVU~OWM!t-.n" & VL4\NNING 

June n, 2003 

Mr. Doniol W. SUllivan 
United States Det>artment of Erwqy 
Ohio F.(rld Office 
West Valley Demoostratiol' Project 
10281 Rod< Springs Rd. 
West Vclley, NY 14.!71.·9799 

Re: SEQR Re'liew (M6!7 ·03-407) 

()!)!5 
RECEIVED 

JUH ~ 0 ltDl 

MICH>\tLJtMR 
~~t·~~.M:::Il. 

:'(~~"Ht~tR'HW. ~l~:.ti>:V.:~. ~~W&.'.H> 

West Valley Demonstration ProJect (WVDI>) - Was!!e t~anagement DEIS 

Dear t•lr. SUllivan: 

Pursu~nt to ft.rtide 8 of the fn\llfonmental Conservation U.w and to adopted 
prO<edure~, E~ Qlunty has reviewed the West Valley De~Jonstration Pro~t (WVDP) -
Waste t4anagement DEJS, rekrre<i to us on May 12, ~003. 

Erie Coun\y has no obi'-'ctioos as to Its wntent. We would like, howev<!f, to offer 
the followinq romn..,nts for yilur considerat<on. 

CO.~lHfNJS: 

l"fnile it is •I''PNent tlle project m•y prl'!f.IC>mlrnm.t1y tt'npact the Town of West Valley, 
this plan has potential regional lmplimtioos. 

A, Re!abons!Jip to Couotv P!arr; 

The Gllidin<;l Principals (Qr Co\Jntywide land Use l'lann~19 - De<emt>er, 1\199, 

• Stream aud Streilm Coo:J d!lf P~t'Gll® 

The WVDP Is in proximity to the Cattaraugus Creek and se>~wal of itS tributaries. 
·rwo of these tribu\arles (Butt<mni!k Crei.>l< ond Frank.'s Greek) run directly thrO!J9h or 
within proximity to tt1e WVDf>. The CattataU\)lll< Creek stream Corrld<lr and Its 
watershed are ~cgnlz!!d by frle County a~ having Cwntywlde significance. 

'*'W.t.'ll:l;: ~- ~4t~ G{.."tll'f1"t (%.*1f~J:i ll:<vx3~:~+~ ~ f~AtCt--!..in :\HR~J;. f. I!IU~ f,i!.l}, ~liW 'ft.~f'<- 1•~t·'J3Y.~ ~ fl"l<l~ .!>~IS1i·1:'?!(:: • fM( !H$f tU--?71:) < >'>'IV«.ll,..~.~ 

Document #0015: Comments 15.1- 15.7 
County of Erie, Depatiment of Environment and Planning 

Since the WVDP draft plan lntludes the continuation of on·slle wa~1e >torage tao:J·. 
manaqement and the storage <•i hlgh<le'lel waste, fne Cmmty stroogly encoutag"" ., .I 
that the most sllingent !n<').t!;lJrei be tak!!!1 to ""'"m llie protection of thew 
st.reams, their watersheds, and d<>wnslream areas from leado<ng contamination. 

B. General CQ!1Jments on the Thru 2nlPQ5!1!!lllitwn~~ 

The Department of fnerq•; Is <~lt.imatdy responsible for remedMing thiS site. :J "l 

The West Valley site s\10uld be d&ontamrnat.oo to the fullest extent possible arm-;;] 1 '-' 

soon as p0$$lb1e. ::._] 

All tootaminated waste should be shipped to perrm>r~<mt storO<Je f~r.:illtie> iiS oooi11 , 
4 

3> !J"S"ible. __j I. 

'l'l1e WllS! Valley site iS not suttable fur permanent or semi-permanent storage og 
waste. This is d<"' to the surrQ<.JOding goology of the area ao<itts pro<imity to U.ke 1;5 
Erie. -··-

Grouting!rementing or encasing wa&te stora')e tank systems;f~cihties in plate OV<;~ 
an ext~nded number of ye~rs will only seNe to romplkate future retnedlaUon l.'.ii 

efforts. 

H>;Jh-i""d wastes shOYid not be redmifo«< to otho>r categories, i.e., incidenh!l ~~ 
wa.ste, Sirl<:e redas.~lfic~Uon will Increase ttJe ri•l<s associated witll the t.andling and 1.; ' 

st.Gtage of these materic.ds. ·m~! 

Pleas-e Mte tf1at statutory review and approval procedures and ulteria rnav apply, 
regardles.s <>!' any environmental determlnat10l'% pursuant to SEQR. ThanK you for the 
opportun.ity to prov>;le Erie Cllunty's o:Jmments. 

MR:ewb 

Vet'( tru!y yt>tJrS, 

}l, ;v.~-i/2-l-
, t•1KHAEt llM!l 

Oep;uty Commissfoner 

C: l. K. Rublo. Commissoooer •· Erie County !>~pattmeot of EIW!ronment and f~aonlng 
A. M. Eszak, D~'!luty Commisslooor - Pianolng and Ecooomlc Deve!opml>r't 
M. B. Mltsk<Wsl<i, Director of Energy Developmetlt and Management 

RECEIVED 
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Document #0015: Responses 

15.1. In its ongoing management ofthe HLW tanks, DOE will 
continue to take all reasonable and practicable measures to 
protect the Cattaraugus Creek Stream Corridor and its 
watershed. 

15.2. The West Valley Demonstration Project Act (included in 
Appendix A of this EIS) requires DOE to decontaminate and 
decommission the tanks and other facilities of the Western 
New Y ark Service Center in which the HL W solidified 
under the project was stored (Section 2(a)(5)). The statute 
also states that DOE must prepare required environmental 
impact analyses of the project (Section 2(b)(3)(D)). DOE 
has met or will meet all of the vitrification, waste 
management, and decommissioning requirements set forth in 
the West Valley Demonstration Project Act. 

15.3. As a result of public scoping comments and DOE's further 
evaluation of activities that might be required over the next 
10 years, decontamination actions were removed from the 
scope of this EIS. The Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS is addressing the decontamination of the 
WVDP site. 

15.4. Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), LLW and 
mixed LL W would be shipped offsite for disposal. TRU 
waste and HLW would continue to be stored at the WVDP 
site until such time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

15.5. In the context of this EIS, DOE does not intend to dispose of 
radioactive or hazardous waste at the WVDP site. 

15.6. DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 

stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

15.7. Disposition of any wastes that would rely on determinations 
made under the Waste Incidental to Reprocessing provisions 
of DOE Order 435.1 would be dependent upon resolution of 
related legal issues. 
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Document #0016: Comments 16.1 - 16.2 
Oregon Office of Energy 

~!1.-:Ml..·f.l::.\ 1~::.l'0 ftM3 J~, M~7 ;);~ ~Wf ;n: L'<t$:<>\ ij;<:Clt 

Dreg on . ~ OREGON OFFIO: 
""(;..- O> (N£RGV 

',:}.~~1\"J! ~:<"<>~:ij:(~ ('.x<~J~:<<( 

Jmte J.'). ·z«n 

Dani-el W. S\i:U.i.v.m 
Dt:>e~m.¢:nl M~~r 
W~t V .idk~ Arcn Offic.e
u.s. !)ep;ui"'"n: of En<~ 
l'.O.Ebx.l9! 
We>< V•ll<y, NY 14l7HJHll 

!:>tor .~1!. Su!IJ•JOt; 

DD 1<.:> 
RECEIVED 

JUN :; 0 2003 

t:,T;_; :~~M;Cfl. St. ;..;t;, $..a-?..: 1 
5;Jk:.n.. ().J{ 9-r«~~.-3741 

ff-,oo_t'~ ~ .. :)-:1~'41:~ 
foUhee: l·SO!')-Z:.t..$033 

~,\..\~ $0,}-373-~ 
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Statffi)e:lt, West Valley, Ne-w Y<:rr~. DOE!El$ ~OY3'?[) 

We .appreciate We oppo"F">Jnitylo proo;tde ~'··~ .. n't:.r-r-..c::J:S or.;. t~ ~i!ft W~~ Val.iey E!S. Wt 
b¢c:.att~ tt'!Ji.'-al"e cf ttue £1S m~1y ~.Nly ;-m-d haw haJ ~hn.it~4 tL"1t lo r-evi~w it 

O::t:goti has a trt!m.endot15 Make in e::Wl!'b.g.lh>: ru;: ,;wj til't!fly :O<iewup -lol-f u~ Hanf~JH13ltc 
Han~.ro v;. <-'til)' 35 aillf-~ frcym tOr. f.)re,w.m 'OOn!er. The (('1U~obi~ Rhtr fJQW,~ lhroijr;h fhc 
H>m.t'o:d Sit~,~ -tnaliau.es 00'Wfi:Stre..\ffi pa1t p:~m:e 0rog('lu t':mni :t.'t:d~. and th.ht;ries, Ttt~ 
t.~-cat to d:w Cofumb~a ru~·tr i,; Ottgun's Sffi;:Mt:!« t:am-t!n·~ a: H.u~f;q.td. b: additi1...'~ ;be 
pnmary tr~,at;oo wrridon1.o a..'ld fto;m Hanfm:ti trn<:d thfi.m¥\·~ ;); miP.j;_;:mm. 2(J0 tr~k-~ t:•f 
0Itgon. f.)rf!';$1)fi ~Uc ~on et~.lo~Jtl't t~~ uo:ft tr.mt.~mr~ (~f rad~cJ:ctl•.-e: W"3.Jtt ~hat t~ :ili~ at.rns.:s 
0.f~g<m to HM!,Y.-.i !U.mu~r~ ICVt~ry day 

Vl~ fuUy :aptt with. S-Upp(m and tertef.ate the c.orruncms ptut'll:k~J by O:.!r c:cl.!e-»ga.e~ nt the~ 
wa~hingt.on Swt-c Dq:anmeat of f::ct)k1gy, 4$W Ju:r .. t: zu .. 2:003, We fmd i~ <:<H~pltt-t-t1 
\.fO!lCC¢9-tr~ic t<:t propo::;e tlu:t eaher h.igh·!l~v~! w~me -t::r t'(:.tP.";;Otru>4t ,.\a$\.t ~ t:i.<n-sportW fron:* 
Vle .. H Vmlty to H.attft)H:i for indc:t~Jte: ucr;t.gt. li1 l'<nth L.a&c-3, 'S'I.<eh W$W:S \\\1td~ nt)t h~Yf: » 1 ,~ .. J 
•.:k(,uizi"'¢ vm-h t."'J( d' Hanf:(lr<J M.ti WouJd C4mptkll.tt: :.1, ;bte' ~i!'::tlt€'~ itt1d ho.r4ling ~i\rlhc~ :<:.t 

u~~~~d. Th~ Hanfotd Sift has sigr...i%:;~'!').~ wane ~tri~C"·m a~,j ~f¢i1Ur.:£"!ll prohl-et:ti US;>::-,im~J 
wtth ::.l~ own. high·le:\."cl and trMw.rooie waste~. H®.totd d~J.m .... 'J) mu~ nt~E be comptica:W by 
rnwil:l$: !Q dc:l! W:dJ Wi:h'St'e fmm othe.t !-i~f.e~. 

tn uddftlM. , we ~tro. ng.Jy bcbc-H: th .• -ttt !he tra.~~voo nf th:t&t: W.i'l.ite'$ s}wuM ~ m.;.n~.rt~~tzd.. OOJ' 
~-lK1tdC., wht<rt:tYt"t p<W~iQ:e:. tr.mspe,r; 'Naste ?.:htce!ly ~::-:>!'!: ;:~ch gw-.:::mtbag Mte to :::.dual 
(.b$p(i~ i>t>te'. h S.~CIUM !1(-lt i.l1{'~~~¢ t.f{UHfrnta:!kn .... :tnJ :t'-e <i!'<~n·::::i;.t:d rJiks.-hy !StPd:lUg 1-6.<: 
W"Mt.:: to intecr~Ultt.~ ~U~:!I' f<"•r ~ndefwit¢ ~:fl:x~~<::-
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OQ...";):)<tl~ ).~: :u, c:;;n~ 31:!i n~t ~·!>: i)>T~·-Y P.:-onmY 

t.~C;),!t:tost$·~~"'~i~~w~ Villeyt~:f.~:l."nl'l-tl'!'f~*'~ ~~t ~-:wt: M:tt;~w:::::t'lef$~ ms 

~n.:rm 
~:!<41 

W%t Va.U4y's ~to :s-e~d htw~k:\'cl a!"¥! mixt:\.1 !ow--le¥e.1 '.\~S-~ (Q Hanftmi al$<; r:ti.:<t'!$: 
e-t.ms;;~ f>:Ft Otegoo.. 'the 0epu.t">rr'.£:n! of Enr:rg-y ft'{t'tHly rd~:i u ~"?.')00 re-vi};,::d do"'itt ~r 
tb: fia.":if~:~.nl Sol~d \Va.~*' EIS (H.SW~EIS, DOEIEr$~0~1%D, Mccl1200~). We i.nclude t.stW 
\'::ommeeu mad~ in iliat E5 n;; 1m Mtat:hm¢..1~. 1bew t'<.,.mm~:n:s must be fully ;e:scl¥ed Xf¢t¢ 
D:ew t,ied5"i.~n~ <:.an hi!: ~ .in"¥o1·v~ng '""a~~ .ii~al. ;t! Hat.t!HnL By $ttel::tbg a1tem.athe-.s 
wh.ith are depeQdent t:1t Hard'vrd fu.t \\·.tme ~rorn.~t- <14· di~posz.l. DOE b.as ~ th~ We~t 
V.illey llJS d•f"l1rl<nl"" 'he HMf"'d B!S. Tb:;s ,u ... o. onr lea1 "'•isuJ.":ioa:u jol&;c• io 
}~ur cl$3n:rrp llct.i+il.tiei" 

~¢!1:! 

The t: .S. De.par..ml!nt nf Eoot.g:y (a.'ld p:m-jet~"f' ag:toci~:.) di-*po~ed of iuum:=nse. ~m;;u>tt>; cf II ti.. ~ 
<iansaou:s MJd tiSJWm..'ti«~ w~litt-· to ~tc: t(..~ili ·~·! t.be f..L.td-o~d s:il?e:. ·n.,ue tw.ve oon~~~ the 
1<'ru.i~ wne. WOOnd"'-'&tt".r and 1M Cctua1bht P+--~ <trY,! w;u;i~::l U1 tl:tt"e~ ~fthe tnfl~t d.an~ 
wa•:.:tt £it(:<!!- oo tl~te Natk!Ml Pri.uritk! liu. 

It is in~pfiate for DOE t<t oon..~ider~~ll-i»£ rd' !)f.hhtcm.al. Vi.· a£~~{, to Hctnforth; ~~l.l'.t 
withou! fln."t t:w.d~r.n~+l.lg tb:e impoct.$ of the w·tat~ ~iy thtte, iJ..~ w~th~!t~t f:tts! d~)U;g an 
ad:zqU:M¢ d~1:~~ {)f tbo-~.e W~te.t'-, 'fht 'W\~$t Y1t!i-f:y E.l$ iix:u..'S~:t U! latJt: pan on iili.¢m:8iJ:h·es 
i$.'.hkh do ?tt!ci~.~ mi-s~ ~ whi>:::.h ~dude >my na:s:<~tt.::J;:.1e l't!.ltmath·e:s i~"'r!hin.g «H,ht 
ji~r-C$at ttle Utt< of ro.mmercial faci!id-ts.or•::<tbct DOP. $.ll"eS in dl~ t~t:ru Un}~d States 

I! .Vt,'IU lkt!:ve ql.lt'.stbns f!tK"Ut lht!-..\e. ~~nt.'f... plt<~e cont~t !\.It. D.:rlt: .Venning oo my sta(! ;lf. 
($0,)) >13·31%7, otmy .. lf l!t\503) 378·4905 
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Document #0016: Responses 

16.1. The WM PElS studied the potential for nationwide impacts 
of managing radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE issued 
separate RODs for all of the waste types analyzed in the WM 
PElS. For TRU waste, DOE decided that each site that has 
generated or would generate TRU waste would store it onsite 
prior to shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 
(1998)). However, the Department may decide to ship TRU 
waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to other sites where DOE has or will have the 
necessary capability. The sites that could receive TRU 
waste from other sites are INEEL, ORR, SRS, and the 
Hanford Site. 

For HLW, DOE decided to store immobilized HLW at the 
sites where it was generated until it is accepted for disposal 
at a geologic repository (64 Fed. Reg. 4661 (1999)). 
However, in the WM PElS, DOE analyzed various 
alternatives for the management ofHLW, including 
consolidation ofWVDP HL W at SRS (Regionalized 
Alternative 1) or Hanford (Regionalized Alternative 2 and 
Centralized Alternative) for storage prior to disposal at a 
geologic repository. 

Thus, DOE's analysis in the Draft and Final WVDP Waste 
Management EISs of the disposal or interim storage of 
WVDP waste is consistent with analyses conducted for the 
WM PElS and with decisions reached on the basis of that 
document. 

Appropriate NEP A reviews would be conducted before any 
decision were made to ship specific TRU waste or HL W 
volumes to an offsite location for interim storage. Such 
reviews would address site-specific and cumulative impacts, 
including the availability of existing storage capacity, the 
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need for additional storage capacity, and impacts to workers 
and the affected public. 

Waste shipped to interim storage locations would be 
packaged in a form that met the waste acceptance criteria of 
the disposal site; no additional treatment would be expected. 

TRU waste at WVDP could be disposed of at WIPP if the 
waste is determined to meet the requirements for disposal in 
that repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU does not 
meet these requirements, DOE would need to explore other 
alternatives for disposal of the waste. Additional NEP A 
review would be conducted if DOE were to propose to 
dispose of TRU waste at a location other than WIPP. 

HL W generated at the WVDP site is eligible for disposal in a 
geologic repository. This waste volume (up to 300 canisters) 
was specifically analyzed in the Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS (Appendix A, Section A.2.3.5.1). 

The shipment of waste to offsite locations for interim storage 
is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under the preferred 
alternative, TRU waste and HL W would continue to be 
stored at the WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite 
could be arranged. 

16.2. DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. 

16.3. The WM PElS studied the potential for nationwide impacts 
of managing radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE issued 
separate Records of Decision (ROD) for all of the waste 

types analyzed in the WM PElS. In its ROD for LL Wand 
mixed LL W, DOE decided to perform minimum treatment at 
all sites and continue onsite disposal of LL W at INEEL, Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, ORR, and SRS (65 Fed. Reg. 
10061 (2000)). In addition, DOE decided to make the 
Hanford Site and Nevada Test Site available to all DOE sites 
for LL W disposal. For mixed LL W, DOE decided to treat 
the waste at the Hanford Site, INEEL, ORR, and SRS, and to 
dispose of mixed LLW at Hanford and NTS (65 Fed. Reg. 
10061 (2000)). Thus, DOE's analysis in the Draft and Final 
WVDP Waste Management EISs of the disposal ofLLW 
and mixed LL W at Hanford is consistent with analyses 
conducted for the WM PElS and with decisions reached on 
the basis of that document. DOE recognizes that additional 
NEP A documentation is being prepared for disposal 
operations at Hanford and that shipment of WVDP waste to 
Hanford for disposal could not proceed until that NEP A 
process is completed. 

16.4 As noted in the response to Comment 16.3, DOE's analysis 
in the Draft and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs of 
the disposal of LL W and mixed LL W at Hanford is 
consistent with analyses conducted for the WM PElS and 
with decisions reached on the basis of that document (65 
Fed. Reg. 10061 (2000)). In particular, DOE has decided 
that it will not dispose of radioactive or hazardous waste at 
the WVDP site and thus did not consider onsite disposal in 
the WVDP Waste Management EIS. Moreover, 
consideration of onsite disposal in this WVDP Waste 
Management EIS would prejudice the range of alternatives 
to be addressed in the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS currently in progress. DOE does consider 
disposal of LL W and mixed LL W at NTS and at a 
commercial site under Altematives A and B (see Section 2.4 
for a description of Alternative A and Section 2.5 for a 
description of Alternative B), in addition to disposal at 

~ :::: 
~ --
~ 

ti 
~ 

~ 
"' ;;; 

~ :::: 
~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
Vi 



~I I 

Hanford. DOE has already determined that disposal of 
waste from offsite generators will not be considered at any 
DOE sites in the eastern United States (65 Fed. Reg. 10061 
(2000)). 
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JUN 3 0 Z003 

NY SERDA Comm""t' 60 I { 
Oraft Report; Wes( Y(Jl/t..Y f>emtJnslr-af/t:lfl P;-oject Jl'a.~te ,A.JQnageme"ltt f:.):win:mmenlallmpact 

Str.Mement 
d•tcd Al"il 2003 

~.l.!l.!lW!U!' 

L Tll" U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Prop"""' Atlion. 11oe New Ynrk St .. to Ener~y 
Research and Devt!('J'Illtllt Authority (NYSERDA) •UJl!X>rl~ the [)OJ'. l'<''l"'"od "'-1i<m !<> ship l 'J 

all Project "'""'<'$ ofhit< f<>r dispo•"l. 

2. l!K'luil~n ef Action< Nut Reqtlirlng Addlti<Oaol ~'<'•tlon~l Envfrnntrumtall'oll<y Ad (NEPA) 
Ce>•erag< In Se<;l.ion L4, Altcmal.iv••· of!b<: Wasw Management Envirotmo""!al Impact 
Sutement (tit~), DOE i<l<lotil'le• its !>fOp<ooc<lm;ti<>ni;(aloo tef<rt<d to a.• tlw Jmf<nedolmnative) 

"'" (I) rominue on•it• mtr~wgemenl <if /'roject-ger,emt.d wast• <~ntro/lcd by [)()fi ~nfkr the 
W•W Valley 0.-m<mstrotion Projru (WVDP) until Ikey """be s~mt t<; u/ftlte disposal, 

(1} ship, over the t~~t 10 yeo.r:r, afl waslt.i v..ri.tlt at:t.."t.pta/)Je offsU~disposal lA.'!Stinati.ons, and 
(J) ma®ge the <mptiM, ventilated HLW ltmb, until fuM'e deeommi.•.•iMing deeisio,ey we 

math'· 

'l'he s.hipment of \vastes described in Action 2. is th~ <m.ly one of the thrf:e that daesn 't ~to 
•lr<ady hove <ulequat• Nati<>ool F.nvirotutWntol l'o!ky Act (NEPA) oov<rnge. Acti<>n 1, lhe 
continued on--site ananagement <,fth~ Projeet··gt:n«::Ued ~'35tts~ is an ongo.tng activity for which 
0013 pmmmably hoi; a<lequoto NEPA coverago, alld OQnscquently does not need t<> be <<>vuod 
in the WM!e ,\·l!llt&gement IllS. Action 3 is not "l'propfi,,le for """*-'m<mt in tbe Waste 
Mill1agem<nt EIS 1><<-allSe: I) the continuO<! no;ma~emrut of !he HLW tank•, tho p<efetn<l 
altemati"Y'C.,l!ii an ongolag activity fbrwhich DOE pr1.::~umably has adc.q~:uue NEP A C"-.0\'et>JgC; and, I 1-:-.::: 

2) my a,;!;essment of placing grout in the tanks is oonne<~ed 11> th~ Dewmmh•imtiltg E!S (•oe 
lho following NYSf.R!JA genernl comment), Th~<', it d<>~< ""t appea<llee<$.<ru-y "' oppropri:ole 
to i<Wlude eidter of theM activiti<> it> tho WMto Mat>al!<'llle•t ElS. {While NYSERDA h .. 
provhft<d specific c:OOUl1eiU:$ l*'II)W Qfl the ;mal~'$eS of the-se action-s, our position remains that 
inclusion -oftbe-$e ,'!J.C'ti•:sn~ fut anaiys.i5 is not ~propri~t.e.] 

. In .>td<!iti"n to th< NFJ> A onaly~i• of Acti "'"' 1 >nd .ll>ei.og UruJ<W"'""Y •milor iMppr¢prialc for 
iudJ;t~it)U in lhe Waste Man~ge:ment EfS. viable altentativoe:S to the propo-sOO ac~ion-s were not 
indudcd i:n the EJ$. /\Jtmt.»ti\'e$ Of vru)atiOOS Of OOntinued Onysite muoogement Of W3StCS tftat 
wm: J!(!l indudoo in Ill• W<Oste Manag<mentELS inoludcwnSinl~tionof"'klitinr••l <m-site waste 
•toJt"olg< capacity orre·«m figming the wrront on·site management su~h a• COMtru~ti!m t>f ~dry· 
""'k. >!<>111St sy~tcm f<or tho glass logs. Alternative tonk <tohili:r.i!ti<m ""ti~»tS thot wen> not 
itwludoo in tr.e WMie Mtmagemctlt EJS include lim ildclidoooft;.;tro$lllij inhi!>ilo!liQtne umks, 
complete gtf>Uting of tire ttmks or tank exhumation. NY SERDA do"" not er.&,T$e the ind11,~ioo 
<lf the~ attemahveJJ in the: \V>L~te Management Et':l: bet':ause: we believe tlu;:y uu more 
oppwp<i>tely Mnl}'led in tho Dt<,>tntlliB>ioning andior Long-Term S!ewordshij> E!S. Jnsl.,.d, 
we believe the:'jc ~tion5 ~hould 1>~ n::nJoved from s.cope of the W-aste Manngeml3nt EiS. 

r~~o2 t cfS 

!":. :~ 

Document #0017: Comments 17.4- 17.6 
New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority 

J. P.rupond S(abUb::~t:iQn 6f the fU.\''{ Tank.~. Contrary to- what j~ ~.-wled ~n: the Wa.-.;;tt} 
M:magemont EIS, NY SERDA boli,-.;os thaUMbili? .. tion of the HLW l;>nk• by adding grout, on< 
of the- waste man~gr:m-ent i.'!Ctio.ns .ana.Jy;:.td) would prejudge the range of alternntivcs to ~ 
conside-red ~-,r !he ded:sion.s. W be made for eve1mud dcc:nmml:t<~kming and/or lonf.·term 
steward•hip of the WVDP. NYS£RDA b<li<V<s it i• not •PJ>toptia!e to indude ll!is nnalysi• in 1, 7.-i 
the Waste M.anag~ment E!S, and we heliove I hill rury d<Xi<icn I<> '"ld grout !o the HLW t:mk< 
wuuld b<: preonfttllte nlllil tho l.LS. Nudcar Rtijlllatoty Cmnmis.)iE>n (NRC) bas rend=d a 
decision :a.t>out whether thescMd:mU was:lc in the HI.Wtrulks: i~ ln he c.cyn~.<idtred Vi ash~ lm:i®nt:d 
I<> I«J>l'tlC"s,;ing, a• p~rt ofUJe Pocommissi<>ning aud/or bog-Term S••wardship EIS. [l'<l< 
finthcr infcmmth:m <m t.hi::o c.~nmuent, ~e, Mta\;~d Nl'SERDA cm:mnenl~ pt'(%¢nte<f at the June 
l t. 2003 PuJ,~tic CmtUtH;:nt Se.~~on,] 

4 C•n~>e<U.m or tb• Wute /lfon#gtlne~t IUS 1 .. lhe lletO>mmlssion!ng ondlor l.<mg·Tt= ~ 
Stowot<l>hlp F.IS. lnS<d:i<>u 1.2.2 ,,flho Wo.•l< M:llmg<rucnt BIS, il is oote<llhatDOillimitc>d 
the wopc <:tf th:c E.JS to on~.sH~ Md off .. 3ite waMe. ma.Mg<::nxmt at.tinn.~ du-e to eonc:ems that 
d•oonoaminati<>n ootiom otigirudlypr(lp<l.ed in tho March 26, 20m Noti,.,.,fl,runt (NO!) wcrn 
c-Qnncc~ed to t.hc dccnnm,is:siooingand/o:r f<l'ng~tcrro sroW>3l'dsh.fp&"::fio~s- NYSER.DA !wli~vc.~ 
~ {'-Onnection orttw two actions: '-""'M a vulid C:OJlcern and ~t$ with lXJH.'s dedslon :trot w I l- -~ 
includ.< dooont~minatk.m in tb<: Woste Milrulg<menl EIS. Similruly, the aeti<m of ..Wing 4(1 
indo•• of gtoot k> the HLW ~and ammlus, whkh was n<>t included in the NOller publi< 
c<lmment, wn~ltd al;;:~l be cottnecteti to deo:nnm~"~W-fo:ning und/or 1-ong~tenn J~-fewiird.!;blp actions 
ami should be eliminated fmn> ibc """P" oftho Wl!Sto Management ElK 

1, Jnfe..-t!nte ef.tb.e Ntcd fo:r Sp-UtdP:g tb-e ElS Process n»d the Ne-gflti:iltll)tl: fmpat~ie Jktw-c~n 
OOE ot1d NYSEROA. ln Sootion U.l, Litigati•>n and Nlll'A Compliance Hiswty, the 
following st>tetuetll5 "'" nwk 

"De:Jpite kmg ntc-gOliarkms, DO£ aw.J N7SERD.4 have h:.en uno.blt~ m mrH:ll ~·m ngn::t:'mf:r.l on 
t.l preft<.rr~d ju.tt.J.ff. (.':tn.tr/~~ t>{ttctimt fi~r th-e dmm.re fJ{ tftt~ C4'nre-<.r (GAO 200! )~ " 

··n~ alit~· the DE.i-'<lrlmt<.m to emuimJ.~ to m4?~t its pf;Jtgm#:m .. 'f s..m~:-., llw Wt"<~f Vt~lf.rc';!' 
Dt<~twn..ttrati:on Proj{::ct A.r:t, {J(.JB 1$ pr<tparing nvn !£IS~· . ., .. , 

1r~~c statements augge:i1 ttm.t om;oc<.::~:!itlJ( nego1ia.tion.s were lhe n,-a,<Km f<!r :splitting ~heElS lntQ 
f"'!k'O pam< (waste m.rm.agcme:nt and doconmliS!;t(ming); Uus: is n-ot true and mu...o;;.t he corre:;tOO . 

l!1e NOI fof" the Waste Managcmt~t EIS {tnduding plans thr !i-phtt:ing th.e WS into two part..~} 
was issaed nn Mar..;h 26~ 2001. w¢!1 bdhrt' th-e ~knowkdgrr:.cut of aa impas:~e: m ncgotintion!l 
(Jonuaty2003). l'urth~r. ~•I''"' tb<: NO! WAA even pu~lished, DOE publicly <toted that "ll"!Y""' 
prtsposirl,f{ .tht• sp!U to meet {lNkral .F:nvircnnu'"i?fl'il Po!i9~ Act ngulatitm ... t aNd to h;.Jur<:? that 
flm~iing_fi,Yt· ths:. pn;.fft.ct t:tmtinv.i?,>:;/~ (fl!Jfihkt Ne~~~ S.cpt!~mbtr 2<5 1 1000}. (\t a Sep-tember 25, 
2000 Citizen T"~k Fore~ Mceli"&· i:nw•pon~< t<l coocern; t<>glll'ding the need la o;plit tho fl!S, 
DOE statt.d thttt it.> ''!fgal couttY.id jiu!ls {/;at :he ag~.:"<J'!C}' needs mor~?.l(EPA tt~wrage r-mdt•r ~1 ~ew 
E!S firr tht' Dect.mtamijjtJii;;U'r/JYosM Aftuurgeme1tt 4Cli'dties, " We requc:~E that this 
mis~preswts1tlon be ~Qrre<;led. 
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6. Rem~te u..,dled Waste Facility (ltUWI') Op•rallunt. Opcrntion of tho RHWI' luis n<>t Yu 
bogun, Olld thus the aclulll operntlo<t' dota (from 1995 lhrough 1999) used to ohm•K-I<'rize Ill< 
impm..-u on w-o. rker and public heatth !f<un "otl.~-oi.n. g operations~" as defined in SectiQn: l A ofthe . ~ :~ 
Was!• Moregomrnt ms. W<>Uld n""d !O be ooju;1ed for this addllional Opet>lional activity. The I . 

operntional impa<:ls .md r•som·tos needed lor RHWF opernti<>ns w•>uld "''J"'ol< t<> aff<'<'t only 
Altomativos A ond B, but not to alloot dr~ no action ollornative. The'"' <lit~• should he 
quantified and accounted for in tho annlyscs oflhe altomativeo. • ... 

ABomatlvcs l 011d 2 of the De<:ommissioning and!' or Long· Term Stowlinl<hip !!IS pr=nwd in 1. ', 

1. lrrev<nlble or lrrotrlevabl~ CommltmontofR.,.oure"'*. The addition ofgr~>ut to tho HLWJ 
tanks IIDl"l ann. ulus would invo.lve an irreve:s"i'b!e ¢.f irretrievable t:omruitmef3( of f'CSO,ltCCS. that 
would incrresc the vo!umo of,..,.tellu!t would have be exhumed Md di,;poooJ ofoff•ite worlet 

the NOI.,OOli•l1ed on M~rclll ), 2003. 'llle WMtc Mtmog<ment EIS il:tduda ll<><oosidotatiou 
of the teW'lroCS !hot it w<>uld take lo retrieve the nro>ll in the HLW ilt<l!'age tank• {under 
All<rnativ" B) •oould a future dooi.cl<>n to exhume thol,.nks be JU><le. The enviro=!al 0J1d 
human helllth impa<:ts of•uc~ ""~'iii"' is also abunt. 

Sp«ifk CommentS-~ 

P•ge 1·1, lntrnduw., ... Tho w .. te vulume• evatooted in lhe w .. , .• Mo,..gcment E!S""' 
ldentifieli a..-<t thm:cc w~tes dmt atte: eitlwr cnmndy ln storage or that wouJd b~ gttle::r.ned over ~.he 
"""t 10 l''""'" ft<>m (!!lgoing op«atioo.< ali<! !l<cunlll.miu.a~iml "~<ivities. The Wa$te Managern•nt 
E!S pro>·idos n<> further doocriplion of the"'"'"" generati11g aeuviti« ~""were •n•lyud, but 
$.iumm<*ri:t.e-.&: ~b.r,!! quantities of ww~s tl:w:t ·wut he $.hippc.d under Alternatives • .-\ amJ tl in Table 
1~3, WaJte Volum.ro<.,r, Ctmtt.tine<rs andShipmfnis Undt!r ,4 {ternattve,f A and B. A footnote (O Table 
z o) i<fenti.fies I he SI:IUl~(1 t>ftbi~ t.ahl~ Ju be: tbe .rep~;rt: DttCI)~/t~mi~~4ti.011 rmd 1~1S"le .. ~r&~.gcment 
E!!Yif<fl'f1!W<tal fmpm:t St<tl<!m~>tling;i•W"mg Rqmri(M;,.,hktt2001 ). further, iii• staltd that 
w""le "<it= from M....,;hke 2001 were e,.,a)•kld by 10 l"'"<er<t 1<> =•nt f"r ut,~m.inti"" 
in future w..to prnjcttioo•. p;lOkoging •lllci<ll<'y .,j cboio• of shipping OOiltaim:r (llumgh il is 
oot ciClll' which values from Marschke :.1001 were cs.:clu~<:t!), Thorolore. the ElS s.hw!<l be 
revised to df'.s-c:ribt the wnste generation ac.tiv~ties (Lc,~ operations, de:conUiminali-on, etc-.) tha-t 
form !he bo<;is !i>r !he waste volum<:.~ pres.nted in T.h!e 2-J. 

• Page I· 7, Se<llon I. 13.1 (MaMg•ment R'"'pcnslbllllle• at lhe <:•ntor) • 'llle lost .. monee of 
the fmt p<llll,graph should read as follows: "NYSERDA 1$ al<<> r".<Pf"t.•lb/e for making a timely 
appllcati~1H for an NRC lk.m-u.e. as may be recp.tlr-ed for NYSERDA to a.:t!w:m-t pos.r~.:f.fim-~ t{ the 
Pro_p .. "".Ct Pn:ml$-tS mui f>r<~fft.J }'a.t;ili.tks U{J()tr comp/~tion ~{the Pro}et'l (ArU.r:lt! V(}, M 

• P~g~ 1-'7, ~ll<>n 1. t.:J.Z (l'roj<et F~dlil!e$ #nd Ana•)- Tho description ofl'mj""t Focilities 
ali<! Arons should be rovlse<lt•> mid the RHWF. Tho JU:!WF i• • major l't'<)iect faoilitytlu!t will 
be u~e<l <<> •im reduo~. characterize and p•d:age Low-Lovd Radiooc.live W .. !es ILLR \V) ond 
Trm:mUl1lllic (TR U) w.·mtes. Ab<>, excllt~i<m of the Rl!WF from this socti<ln i~oot e<>n>istent with 
S~i<>n 22.5 of the W!l$le Mtm11gemen1 EIS wblch dereribes !he puqmean<l use of !ht RHWI'. 

• !.'ago l·S, Soe!lon l.U.2 (l'l'<>je<t h~ill!l .. and Areas} ,. The ltlS! p•rngmph in thi• •ectim• 
de.~tt'ib<$ a clwlgo ins<:<>p<: oflhi• !i!S lkm; theorigin•.1<w.>pe •1e,cribtd in tile Ma1~h 26, ?.lXl I 
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NOt . The p!upo~·t of this sa.tiort of th~ EfS is h) ~title: the on~.s:fte waste manscgcn~;~-1 i .... ~~~ 
ftt.dlif:!ett ;utd areli:S and ilierefoie ~he last prutlgmph appears: H~ be Pat vfpbc.e, =.J 
Pag•.•l·l 1~ 2-4, 8•dinn 2.1 (~)v£rview oft~• ,\lternall•os). NY SERDA does no! ww(;r;· 
the indu:sicn of ongnin.g nm:mt.gen~c:Mt of th~ HLW tv.n.ks in the "\\'aste Mrula.ge:m.e:n.~ HlSt 
ho\lo·ever, w~ offer dw fullowu~g ~tddhwnal t'Jr>n~em. The waste nmbni.ro.t~on s.ruJ transfer pump;!! 
J:re ru...ttptnd.ed In th-e lfLW tat~..ki!!i. Under Altt:m~t.ive B. ~be .addition of 40 ind1c:s of gro-ut to tht: 
HLW lmlks will oo-vtl:r the bi)Etom _porri<m$ {!( lhe~c pumps and therefore make future n..··moval 
of tho pmnp> mow difficult. Tlt• w .. ,,. M""'1gem•nt EIS sh<>uld ind!lde the m••.lysi• nf tho 
addi1imt.W re!.;ource:!• rte~eded a:nd th~ ru:~~wi.ue-d imtmt'tS. th-31 "W"Ollld result if .1 futum decisio-n 'o 
ren:tm .. ·e the HL V'l tank$ Js ffi>'i:de, 

1-:"".l) 

• rage z.19, Fl&u'" :14 <summary ~r N~rmot Operatiollat Jn•J>aet• •• w ... t va&y). Thn 
Ill!'"'' li'lls "Nt> lmp<tcl" f<>r Allemotive• A illld a l.lli<lcr <he "Noise a~d .~e!l(befi<> "icrq>act ar<Yd. 
(\msideri"!!"" c81im~1<d 2.550 truck ;bip.n<ll~'liltld 847 mil•hipm"''" lor AllemMive A and ~~ l< 
3,tl0 tru~k s.hipn::tents and 1,079 rnH !ShipmeJlts for Ah(;tn.ati:~·c 8, it i~i h.11d hJ l"!Wonci.lc a 
detetminatWn of 'Wa imptrw:t. ·• Th~ EIS :shm.lfd de-wribc the ~ts fotnwl.1tlg t.bi.-1 dete:r:m.in.af:it)~ 

Pog• t•lll, Tahf•l-!1, Summary or Accid<nt lmpaob 41 Wt>tValley. NY SERDA dn<s noD 
support theinch.mion.-ofongul.ng. manag:e:me:nf.Qfthe HLW tanks in the \Vaste-.Mrumtemm1f EIS.~ 
bow~ver, we offer the following additic.n~d corn:ern. lt it not npparent !hat impacts to t'":'J$ 

grolll!!W3ret and !ill!faw w~!cr from \he !lllll< c<>li•P'• s<eoarioo (ind~ding ""Y dos.• fi·nm tbooe 
~cts.) ar-e it~dttdE:d in dtt calcuLation oflK:ddt<.tlt tmp~tets. ~ 

• l'•g•• z-zt •nd 1-n, Tat~l•l-6 {Summary or Off•!!•· Unman IJoalth lmpo<isl ·1l•i• t.hln 
~irlt.':o:mph::tcw t.Mf;,1,art l3 referen~(:!i- ~ods.talhat is notae.-·&lable (HstedasNA), ltisnot ..,._ -~ 
clenr whethiT !his itif-O:n:n;Ukm is: g«ini: to be a10aH.ablt oometime in ~he future or will ne\•er b~ '· ~~· 
•vaiL1blo. Thl• •hou!d be corrected in tlm E!S, ---· 

• l'age3-1, Stcllun 3.1 (Go~l"gy and S<1l!>l· Th>> ><~1l~o mntaino ~ very brief description offtu; ... 
gel1!ngic $t:Uing fi,rthc \\h::stern. Nc·w Y ~tk.Nu.clr-"M Sen• ice Center. d~ve.t-oped ffom infbro:uttioo 
In tim \.9% f'rojed Completion O!ld Site ClO$llr< DE.IS. The« '""' !><'en ;igoilbmt ""'" ,,.,.., 
the last treYeml )'~on the ~tn.u::tuml ~e!n1ngy and seismkity,JfWc-stt-.:n) Ne-w Y<,Jk (sc~An 
tlpdote of the Structural Geology in 1lff: Vi{::mlty of the We~~u~m Nt~ }Qrk NU;.·lear Servfct: ! !"'",!': 
(.\?nte"f"". Wt~JI Valley Nea' Yark., UR.S Corp.n-ratii"Jn, May 2002. rmJ N£otedtmii.~~ and .&l~mi'l:jfy 
In the Ea«o::m Great Lakes B~1Si"n, T~tonophyah:-s, Vol 3$3}. S-e-cth.)rt 3J <ti the \Va~t.f: 
~-ta.n_agmnent EIS shm!ld be rcvh.e:d to proVide an update-iide:sc.riptivn of the f<e:dog~c s.:.."Uingfm:d 
seismieity in the vicinity afthc Wutc:m New 'tork Nncletll Service Cente.r, 

* Page 3~6+ Sedi«n 3:142: (Groutt-tlwat~r) ... The: Hn:t !H~nl~nw of the ae<:ond pam.g:rnpb refers t•)J 
'·o.s.~o a;lufkrs .. Th~ pn:::viou~ parngrnph refer~ n~~y f(~ !be "C'aUoraugus Cr~* Bast)t Aquifor 

.. 5rrttm. ' Tht EJS Sh<wl<l h• re>t. l•eJ 1<> dt(wly itl~mify the two aq~ifern r•fmtd to in thl$ F!S 
paragraph. Jn addil.ion, lb~ J!\1(1ll!ldwa!t.'r 11<)W pain !hrough !he K~nt !tocessi%&1 unit !u 
euuennilk Creek sh<>U!d lrl> do$Crib<ld in thi; $oction 
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• Pall" D-!1, 1'able D-4 (Unit Ri>k Facto>n for Incident Pr•e Tran•portatlon) • ft i• not clejr 
why the do~e for a raH worke-r "in moving vehtde'' ond tM ''walk·armmd ln.'<Jli~Ction'' is 1-:: ~·,.. 
considtr<d "N<>t ilpplieabfe." Plca>e explrun this in the E!S. 
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Comments of !.he New York Stllte Energy Research and Development 
Authority on the West Valley Demonstration Projeet 

Draft \Yaste M.:magement Environmental Impact Statement 
Pro>ented nt the Public Cvmm""t Se,mkm on June ll, 20M 

Ashtord O!ike O>mplo~ 

My uame il! P•ul !'iciulo and I am Dirootor ofll10 IVoot V•lley Site Management Program 
f<>t the New York St>to ['JWrgy lte=ch ru>d Oevdoprnent Authority, mere oommonly referred to 
.u NYSERDA. r am here to provide ornl eomm©ts on !he Woste Milllogemont Envirorunentol 
lrnpru:t Slat""""'' <m behalfofNYSERDA. NYSERUA a!>o will be submitting written comn1<11!s 
to tho U.S. Ocprn:tu1ent <>fli:Mrgy (.DOE) pritlr t<l cln<ure of!lte fumwl.public ccn,.nl pomoo. 

Our UIDS.t imp<ntant issue of <:oncem rewudlng t.h~ \Vaste Management E!S is inclusion of 
the m<JI!ysis to add grout lo High--level Waste Ton.':s 8D·I "nd 80-Z and tO.. unnultw surrounding 
eooh tank. NY SERDA believes lh•t tld$ a<:livity, •nd •Jtmrutive• for groudllg lhe tanh, •hou!d notl ~ •. 
!mve been included in this W.,;te Monag.,m<eroi EJS. L<»tg-tenn n•~nagement opti<>W for the: Higb::..J 

1 
· · 

3 

!.<:vel Wasle T<Ulb are m<~re appOOj>riatcly i.trJJlyzeJ in the Environm;mt«l l!11fJ<1CI Si<J.tement to 
Eva!tJ.at£?" D~ommit~it:ming und/()r' WNg~Term St~..,.tmf.~hip f1t the ~~~~ ~,.rtlle;>• Deman..l(.tnHI.fJff 

theMM<b 26,2001 sc.oping for thi• Wa;~te Matlt!g<rneut E!S did nol illcludegroutingofthe ltigl" 1'.:1 
Pmjtet tmd W,w«rn New York Nude<Jr S"""ice C.mt<r. TI>e roaimn~ fot tbi• "'~ lhteef<>ld. Fie<~~. 

level wa"~ t<mks. SO!Xlild. the Molysis of gumti.ng the l!igh·l..cv<:l WMI<l Tonks hi tb~ WM! 
MonagmncmEIS ;~ inoonsistont with policy """''uneed by th< ti . .S. N..,lear Regulatory Commi.•.<i<>n 
(NRC) •truing that the impao1> "r tnnkillg a Wa.'lt<: !noidontal to Ropr<>c ... ing de!<mnination, whioh I ' ~~ 
it. pter<qUi<ito for g<Oit!:ing t!>e t•nk•. •houlcl be analyzed in !he Dccommisoion;ug ms .. LMdy;···" 
R«""""' Con•~rn~tio" ••ul Reoovery Act regnlalions p«chHie treatment l:>v grout stabilization until 
NRC bw;: re:~ct!d ita. fl1Ia! de-£;bion un wb.elimr thJ; D-.::e·nmmi8:s:ionhl,g ~~]S proft::rn:d lih~mattve 1713 

me-el~ the et1k:xia in the Co:mmis5i·on} .. ~ Pol.ky Statcmt.nt. l wHJ now p-rovide a more detaih::d 
ell::plmlaHon of tlu~se· tbr~e coru::>~::xns. 

The l'"'f''"ed «.'<>!"' fur Ill< WM!o M.,..,g<mmt EIS,"" pllb!ishcd in the f«lernl Regi•ter"" 
March 26, 1001 (66 f«l Reg. 16447), did oot indude grmoting Hoe Jonks, The •e"l"' indicaJed !hot 
the Wnse.e Mnnag«tncmt EIS would '·'indude: sU>:::.h .ac:llvl!i~ a~ retnoval <~f !tX)ge contmnina!i(ni~ 

remt>1~d ofMrd~tvarf3- nnd equipmenf.; ncmstrucm:ml Jccontruninatio-n ofwaUs:, ccilitlS:f<·, and floors:: 
and tlusbiog ...Vor rtmovul of ves.elo. and piping." Grouting of lhe. tanks was Mt included in the 
des::crlption of the proposed ac.ti.O!! or the prc.H:minm-y aJtet"n<Uiv~ tt') be: evaluated. Thu~. it appe-ars 
thai cva.lua!i<:m of ,W(tutb:l_g the tank!:;: i!; bc)''<">~i the ~qpe (lf ~hi~; \'l<~:::r.e M<"¥ESCJfl.ent ft<$, The 
F11dcml R~si~h~·f Nodr;e: indica.tt.>d thar: ''The retl~1n!ng f~tt.::.il.ilie% fhr which the DOE i~ re:~p€m~ibk. 
along with •II fum! decomn..issiolling u1l<!l<lr lml.g·t~rm >Jewmhlrit>a<lion< !o he lake" hy the DOH 
rm-d NYSF.RPA+ wil1 he tvalu~t.OO in [the De<-on:nui»sienix~g E!S]-~' 

1:'11 

Add,timmHy, !he rt-s-idwd wasH:'' in ~lt.~t High~:L.ev,d Wa~t.(~ T~nkg nHn.:~in~; high··k·vd v.-1~ste.l 
2-t the very l~t tmtil a ddcrmir.m.tion t% made tha.t s;ur.h wast~ ~~ inddent~ll to rep:r("!*.;es:~ing, ln 
accordance whh the- requireme-nt~ ~t_a,bthhe--d by the NRC in the US. l'lucl~ar R(<gulatmy 
(). )Jnrtsiss 1011 DeC'ot.'nnm.l,t.don.i~g Critt'ff!i fo;· the We.~·t Vtt(~ey Dem<mstn:Uolt Pn~j.;N;t ..-~t the W~st 1 : ;:;: 
Valley Sile; Final p,.Uq Swuomi?W, on Febnmry 1,10011,67 Fed, Reg. 5003). The final Policy 
SJ.atg~!}~W.at d:a~ NRC i!M-ends 10 t~se the D¢-C~ttmni~.~foning El.S w rctlder a d-e:d"!lioo _ 
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Document #0017: Comments 17.22- 17.24 
New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority 

o:n the ac-~:rtaNJity of DOE~~ Waste Jnddenta! h> Rerroc-E$.S-3.ng 00termt~1~itm:s. NRC :state£ m;t··· 

"fhe resulting cakult•Wl <l<m fmm the it><:idorttol wru;t• is to be int<gralcd with all 
theothc'>' calculo!o<l <~~>= fr~m th~ remaimngm•<•n•l at tho entire NRCctkons<:dsit<: 
I<> roosuro that the Licowe Term.inati<m Rule ontoria are mot This is oppropriato 
imcauw tho Commi«ian duo.~ not intend to e.<t>b!i•h soparnte d""" >tandards for 
vnrimJ:S. section$ ofthd NRG·Iit~:rmed ttite .• , 

'1t i< tho Commis!tion's exrectotii)M that it willspply !hi• criteria al the WVDP oite 
following the completion of DOE's •ite a<tivitJos. I!! !hi• tejpnl, W. imreots of 
Jd<t'.ntifying wa.'l.te as: incid(mta! to r-tprrn.:essing .and nm hlgh~kvd W;tSt¢ s:ho-uld be 
o=ideted Jn tile DOE's ctwironmemal review•.'" lt7.;; 

NRC lP.t~n m.~r~ dc-..atly d~fi:n~ i~ m-:peelntion~ in a Jmle 17~ 1002 fetter fmn~ Richard A, 
Me>crv• to my.elf 

"Tho Decommissioning EIS will ><!d1o."" DOt: lv._,te lncid<n!nl to R<pl'll".,..illg 
d«ermina1io~W. NRC will review and comment en OOE Wa-rte lm~ldcntal to 
Rq>ro<"""iug doterminotiooo .. a C.,_,ruog Ag,<noy. NRC will lllro be rendering it! 
final dedsi:on on OOE<s Wa.~te Inci-dental !o Repro~-c.-ss:ing de!erminu!ion in NRC':s: 
de<::~SKlQ on whether tM preferred all-cmath'e me-ets the :Criteria in the Commission~s 
l'olicy S!atom<nt:' 

Thus, umil the Derontn~isll;ioning. ETS i~ oomph::t~d and NRC has made: .its ~.1-cterminatic:n 
r~g.arding Uw tatlk reS:iduals) ~"UC'.b mati1rials must coo.Hnue to he .m.a.naged .:as hlg,hylevd waste and 
an:y decis:ion to grout the tM.k.$ l>~~l on Hm Waste Managm:nent EJS would be pr~matEtrn. 

l'ifl•Hy, til• rc•id.wl waste in I!"' Higl,..t<vel WMte T•n~• is b<.~l> high-!0"<1 Wll$1< and 
R~soun::·-1! C-on...-c.crvatin¥t and RC~:x~ve-ry At::J. (RCRA) dmractcri..'itk: wa.ste, .h: is NYSERPi\ ... ~ 
undemanding tl1llt~ at thit-~ titru::, d:te only f.cyrm of tt-c.attnt:ttl ~1lt.d f~t'Mlt:.h w·Mt:e is. "itii.ficatim1. 
As 1ong. a.'i the hntk re~idual Vll11-1.te is high-J¢:v:el \\'at<t:e, in olher wurd....: m~til NRC hns re.nd~red tts 
final ded•ion on POE"• WMte Incidental to R'l"ooe .. ing &t<nmin•tion in it• dt'<li•ioo on whether I n ?< 

the 0-eaHmnir .... «inning Et..<; _preferred aJ!-cm.alri'e m~ts. tht- criteria in th.a: Commiruiion's PcU.cy 
Sl~~t:t!:mt:n1, current R.CRA r~A1Uirorrumt~ prt"t:lude trtW~mcnf b"y .~?;rm~t stttbihzo:ltioon, 11m~) un&:r 
RCRA regu!&tions~ a deU::rroiu~tioo mu:st be m2de with re~pect to tbe Wa$h} U1:1::idcntal kt 
Reproce-ssing i~"'ll¢ b¢fare a decision t.a gr.out the tanks. c~n be mnde. 

i.n ~~~ WMtc Managcm~ntEJS. AI ltnentil>ned earliet. NY$H!WA will bepr•>wli"Z''""" Elmikd P.:.r 
NYSElillA r<queslslhl<l DOE "'""""i<!er it< indu~ion <•fl!igh-L<wd W¥;te Tank gwuting] 

wri:tte:n t'Qm.m.ents priot to !he do.s:nre of the formal. pubhc: c<m:m:u~·nr p~=tkr;jl. 'l'1ut~k f'<lll for thi~ 
t)ppmfunity to stmre Nlr c<.1nc:~rn.s: 

P:tt~ 1 ""'(~ 
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Document #0017: Responses 

17.1. 

17.2. 

17.3. 

17.4. 

17.5. 

Thank you for your comment. 

DOE has analyzed the continuing management ofWVDP
generated waste in earlier NEPA reviews and documents. 
Those activities were included as part of the action 
alternatives because of the potential for cumulative impacts. 
DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

In the discussion of alternatives considered but not analyzed 
(Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs), DOE explained 
that the EIS does not consider the construction of additional 
storage capacity at the WVDP site. DOE does not consider 
it reasonable to analyze an alternative to construct and 
maintain storage at the WVDP site because of the cost of 
new facilities and maintenance of existing facilities. 

DOE is not aware of any corrosion-inhibiting technology 
that would be feasible, beyond that which is already being 
performed by use of the nitrogen inerting system for the 
annuli of Tanks 8D-l and 8D-2. Complete grouting ofthe 
tanks or tank exhumation are issues that relate to the 
decommissioning and/or long-tenn stewardship of the site 
and, as such, will be addressed in that EIS. 

DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HLW tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
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17.6. 

17.7. 

17.8. 

;I I 
17.9. 

17.1 0. 

17.11. 

17.12. 

17.13. 

stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE reviewed the material and believes that it has 
accurately stated its reasoning. 

The RHWF is not currently operating and is not expected to 
operate until 2004. Because no data are available regarding 
operations from the RHWF, in its analysis of ongoing 
activities, DOE used actual operational data from 
vitrification activities in 1995 through 1999 and determined 
that the data from those years would be more than the future 
emissions from the RHWF and thus would bound the 
analysis (see Section 4.1.1.1 and Appendix C, Section C.3). 

DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis ofthe use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

Clarification was added to the description of Table 2-3 to 
indicate that the ongoing operations are described in Section 
2.3. 

The change was made as suggested. 

DOE did not include the RHWF in the discussion of the 
project facilities that store waste because no waste will be 
stored in the facility. 

DOE reviewed the paragraph and believes it conveys 
information useful to the reader and is located in an 
appropriate location. 

DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 

I 
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I 
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I 

17.14. 

17.15. 

17.16. 

17.17. 

stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

Table 2-4 is a summary table, and the discussion of the 
impacts can be found in Chapter 4. In Table 2-4 of the Final 
EIS, DOE refers the reader to Chapter 4 to obtain additional 
information regarding impacts. 

The EIS (both draft and final) does analyze tank collapse 
scenarios (see Appendix C, Sections C.4.4 and C.4.5). 
Groundwater and surface pathways were not analyzed 
because it was assumed that the contents of the tanks would 
be released to the atmosphere. This would result in the 
exposure of a higher concentration of radionuclides to a 
larger number of people than would be the case with a 
groundwater or surface water pathway. For this reason, the 
analysis bounds the impacts of a tank collapse scenario in 
which the contents would be released into the groundwater 
or surface water. The long-term impacts of tank failure 
should the tanks remain in place, including potential 
exposure to contaminated groundwater, will be addressed in 
the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

The sources for the information in Table 2-6 are the WM 
PElS and the WIPP SEIS-11. The information marked "NA" 
on the table was not presented in either of the source 
documents and, for that reason, is not available. 

DOE acknowledges that additional information on this topic 
exists, but decided not to include a more detailed 
examination of that information in the Final WVDP Waste 
Management EIS because it is not relevant to the actions 
being proposed. However, this information will be 
examined in the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship EIS, where information regarding the geologic 
setting of the site is relevant. 
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17.18. Clarifications were added to the Final EIS in the discussion 
of groundwater (Section 3.2.2). 

17.19. The doses apply to the truck scenario, not the rail scenario; 
therefore, they are denoted "not applicable" for the rail 
scenario in Table D-4 (see footnote "a" to Table D-4). For 
example, in the truck scenario, the doses for workers who 
inspect the truck are called a "walk-around" inspection dose. 
This same type of dose for the rail scenario is denoted an 
"in-transit rail stop" dose. 

I I 

~ 
The Draft WVDP Waste Management EIS analyzed the use 17.20. ::: 

t:l --of retrievable, low-strength grouting for the interim ~ 
stabilization of the HL W tanks should that become necessary ~ 
before decisionmaking about the site is completed. As stated '"\:! 

in the Draft EIS, this grout would be sufficiently flexible to ~ 
"' 

~I I provide shielding and would not prohibit exhumation of the ~ 

tanks should DOE decide to remove the tanks in the future. ~ 
However, DOE decided to remove the option under 

::: 
~ 

Alternative B to place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as <:1:> ;:: 
an interim stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the <:1:> 

:::. 
discussion and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the t:; 
Final EIS. V:l 

17.21. DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

17.22. DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

17.23. DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

17.24. DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis ofthe use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 
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Document #0018: Comments 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

,...,,~:.osr,.~.s> 

,;" ft 'i UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

i~a~ \ c,:t 
1;--i{Pfl.(l'lt: 

JUL 0 7 2003 

Alice C. \Villiams, Diredur 
West Valley Demonstration Projed 
Department of Energy 
i 023'2 Ro.:-!' Stdng P.:."!-2-d 

REGION2 
290 BROADWAY 

NEW YORK. NY 10007~1866 

West Valley, New York 14171-9799 

Dear Yfs. Williams· 

bO(~ 
ooq;;f?' "S}-1 7Mo; 

RECEIVED 
JUL 0 7 ZDD3 

Class: LO 

The Emirorunental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the draft environmental impact 
statement (ElS) on Waste Management for the West Valley Demonstration Project (CEQ# 
030224), located in West Valley, )lew York. This review was conducted in accordance with 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7n09, PL 91-604 12(a). 84 Stat. 1709), 
and the l\ational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

The Waste Management draft EIS details the Department of Energy's (DOE) proposal to ship 
radioactive wastes that arc either CutTently in stomge, or that y..-ill be generated from operations 
over the next 10 years, to offsite locations, and to continue its onsite waste management 
activities. The document notes that decommissioning and/or long-term stewm-dship decisions 
will be reached in a separate EIS that is expected for release in 2004. In 1996. a draft EIS was 
released for public comment for the Completion of the West Valley Demonstration Project and 
Closure or Long-Term Management of the Western New York l\uclear Services {'enter. EPA ·s 
October 4, 1996 comment letler on the draft EIS rated the document as EO, indicating we had 
environmental objections. Our objections were related to clean-up levels, ground and surface 
.,;~:tcr irnFo:::t:.;. 1b: .:..;;cc.r::cy oft he ri~:~ ;::;s~ssmer.~. 2.ild th::; p~-~cnti~! !c::;s :::!'i:ostit~tio;t~! :.:'(':1tw!:. 
Rather than issue a final EIS, the DOE proposed the preparation of two separate NEPA 
documents to address the issues raised on the 1996 draft EIS; the current Waste Management EIS 
<Jnt.i the D~commissioning FIS. 

In addition to the No-Action Altemalivt::, tht:: Waste :Vlanagement draft EIS evaluates two action 
alternatives. Under Alternative A (preferred), radioactive wastes would be shipped to offsite 
locations over<.~ ten-year period and the high-level waste tanks and vaults \\•ould be managed 
without additional interim stabilintion measures. Under Alternative B, over a ten-year period. 
the DOE proposes to ship radioactive \.vastes to offsite locations for disposal or interim storage, 
and adJ retdevable grout to high-level wast12 storage tanks and vaulls. BaseL! on our review of 
the drafr EIS, EPA offers the fo((O\ving comments. 

Internet Addtess (URL) • hltp:llwww.epa.gov 
Rec:yeled/Recycl~ble •Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 50% Po&tconsumer conttnt) 

Document #0018: Comments 18.1 - 18.7 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

While EPA has an overall lack of objections with the proposed Waste Management actions. we 
believe that the draft EJS lacked specific documentation in some areas. For example, although 
the Llraft EIS envisions a ten-year period for ongoing operations, and EPA supports the 

determine the consequences or impacts frm~ shipping radioactive wastes to offsite locations lit 1 

expeditious removal of wastes, the final EIS should include infom1atiun and analyses to J 
beyond the ten-year pe1iod. While not a.nttc1pated, waste shipments could occur be.yond the ten-
year period, therefore, this should be analyzed in the final EIS. 

Footnote B to Table 2-3 indicates that the volumes oftransuranic (TRU) waste are for wastes that 
mel!! the '\luclear Regulatory Commission(NRC)/DOE defmition which is greater than IOOnCi/g 
of alpha-emilling radionuclidcs with half-lives greater than 20 years. The West Valley 
Ccm::mst:·a!icn Proje:::t (\VVDP} .-·\ct defines TRU waste as waste cof\tamin:ited with tn:wsuranics 
in concentrations greater than 10 nCi/g. EPA believes the fina( ElS should identify the estimated 
volume of wastes that meet the TRU definition, and a discussion and analysis of how this waste 
will be managed. -

)g 2 

sunm1arizing only eleven accidents. EPA notes that Class Blow-level radioactive waste (LLW) l!U 
Appendix C and Section 4.1.1.2 refer to fourteen accidents that were evaluated, with Table 2-o 

container accidents were not evaluated. EPA believes that the final EIS should inclw.le Class B 
LL W, or provide the rationale for its exclusion from the e"alu.1tion. 

In addition to the conunents above, EPA has the following recommendations: 

Under the No-Action and Alternative A. EPA recommen~s the final ElS (perhaps Sect~ 
2.2.2, Tank Farm) describe the ongoing operation of ventilating the waste storage tank~ 18 4 

and surrounding vaults to prevent moisture 

Under the description of Alternative Bin Chapter 2, EPA recommends that the final E~S 
describe how the retrievable grout is an alternative to ventilating the waste storage tallks 18

·
5 

and surrounding vaults to prevent moisture corrosion. 

EPA recommends r:::-t!tli~1g thC' thre;! sets .~.[tables (T;:h!es 4-2& 4--1, .:1.-9& 4-10, and 4~ 
15& 4-16) to identify the alternative with which each set is associated. __j 18

·
6 

The term "lag storage" used in Section 2.2 3 is confusmg for buildings/structures used~ 
handle containt:rit.ed contact-handled waste. An explanation of the use of this tern1 ___j I 8 7 

should be considered for the final EIS 

In summary, EPA rates the document as LO, indicating that we have a lack of objections with the 
project and do no foresee sib'llificant adverse enYironmental impacts from the implementation of 
the proposed project. However, in order to provide a complete and thorough analysis of the 
proposed Waste Management activities, the aforementione-d information and recommendations in 

this letter should be included in the final EfS. 
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Document #0018: Comments 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Should you have any questions concerning this 
letter, please contact Mark Westrate of my staff at (212) 637-3789. 

gz~ 
Strategic Planning and Multi-Media Programs Branch 

-3-

00\'5-" 
RECEIVED 

JUL 0 7 ZDD3 

Document #0018: Responses 

18.1. The Draft and Final EISs evaluate the impacts ofmanaging 
waste that is already in the WVDP inventory and that might 
be generated over the next 10 years. DOE determined that 
10 years was the appropriate analysis period in light of its 
intention to complete decisionmaking on the 
decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship of the 
WVDP site within that time period. DOE expects to ship the 
waste, as described in the preferred alternative, within the 
next 10 years to available treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities. The EIS acknowledges that the HL W may remain 
at WVDP for more than 10 years. However, it also describes 
both the annual and the total impacts that could occur over 
the 10-year period. The total impacts would remain the 
same, but would be spread out over more years if, for 
example, a transportation campaign or a geologic repository 
were delayed. In addition, DOE did evaluate long-tenn, 
on site storage of HL W in the No Action Alternative for the 
Yucca Mountain Repository EIS. 

18.2. TRU waste is currently defined by NRC and DOE as waste 
containing more than 100 nanocuries of alpha-emitting 
isotopes, with half-lives greater than 20 years, per gram of 
waste. However, in the West Valley Demonstration Project 
Act, passed in 1980, TRU waste is defined as material 
contaminated with radioactive elements that have an atomic 
number greater than 92 in concentrations greater than 10 
nanocuries per gram. The volume of TRU waste analyzed in 
the Draft and Final Waste Management EISs is that which 
meets the current (more than 100 nanocuries per gram) 
definition ofTRU waste. This is appropriate because DOE 
is not proposing to dispose of any radioactive waste at the 
WVDP site. The volume of mixed LL W analyzed in the 
Draft and Final Waste Management EISs includes waste that 
meets the definition ofTRU waste under the West Valley 
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Demonstration Project Act (that is, waste with greater than 
10 nanocuries but no more than 100 nanocuries per gram of 
alpha-emitting isotopes). Ifwastes were shipped offsite, 
waste that met the current definition of mixed LL W would 
be shipped and disposed of as such, and TRU waste shipped 
to an offsite location for interim storage or disposal would 
meet the current definition of TRU waste. 

18.3. As noted in Appendix C and Section 4.1.1.2, 14 facility 
accidents were evaluated in the Draft EIS. In Table 2-5, the 
impacts of the drum puncture, pallet drop, and box puncture 
accidents for Class ALL W were included for the No Action 
Alternative. The impacts of the drum puncture, pallet drop, 
and box puncture accidents for Class C LL W were included 
for Alternatives A and B (the impacts for a Class A orB 
LL W container under these alternatives would be less). 
Thus, the potential impacts from a total of 14 accident 
scenarios were described in Table 2-5 of the Draft EIS. 
However, in the Final EIS, DOE has eliminated the option of 
placing retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure under Alternative B. As a result, two 
of the original 14 accident scenarios evaluated in the Draft 
EIS (Containment System Failure During Interim 
Stabilization of Tank 8D-2, and Collapse ofTank 8D-2 
[Grouted]) were also eliminated, reducing the number of 
accident scenarios evaluated in the Final EIS to 12. An 
explanatory footnote has been added to Table 2-5 of this 
Final EIS to clarify that the impacts of the drum puncture, 
pallet drop, and box puncture accidents are evaluated for 
both Class A LLW (for the No Action Alternative) and Class 
C LLW (for Alternatives A and B) 

18.4. DOE added a description of the ongoing operation of 
ventilating the waste storage tanks in the Final EIS (see 
Section 2.3). 

18.5. DOE decided to remove the option under Alternative B to 
place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as an interim 
stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the discussion 
and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

18.6. The titles of Tables 4-3,4-4,4-9, and 4-10 were changed to 
identify the alternative with which they are associated. 
Tables 4-15 and 4-16 were deleted as a result of DOE's 
decision to eliminate the option of placing retrievable grout 
in the HL W tanks as an interim stabilization measure under 
Alternative B. 

18.7. An explanation of the term was added in the Final EIS (see 
Section 1.1.3.2 and the glossary). 
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Document #0019: Comments 19.1-19.2 
City of Oak Ridge, Office of the Mayor 

CITY OF 

OAKRIDGE 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

POST OFFICE BOX 1 • OAK R,IJGE, TfNNESSEE 37831-0001 

Mr. Daniel P. Sullivan 
WVDPWMEIS 
10282 Rock Springs Road, WV-49 
West Valley, NY 14171-9799 

July 9, 2003 oorq 
RECEIVED 

West VaUey Demonstration Project Draft Waste Management 
Eovinoomeotal Impact Statement (DOEIEI8-0337D) 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

It has come to the attention of the City of Oak Ridge that the subject Department of Energy 
(DOE) environmental impact slalement (ElS) identifies interim storage at Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory (ORNL) as an option (not DOE's preferred alternative) for management oftran
suranic (TRU) radioactive waste from the West Valley, New York, Demonstration Project site. 

The City of Oak Ridge strongly opposes the trWJSfer of West Valley TRU waste to Oak Ridge J 
for interim storage. The DOE has not been able to arrange for the timely removal ofTRU waste 
that is already stored here, and it would not be in the best interest of our community to increase 1 

q 
1 

the inventory of stored TRU waste by importing additional material from another DOE site. 

Also, please note that the EIS has an error regarding the location of the Oak Ridge Reservation] 
(ORR). Text on pages S-16 and 3-26 states that the ORR is located west of Knoxville "in the 
rolling terrain between the Cumberland Mountains and the Great Smoky Mountains." This 
incorrectly implies that the ORR is in the middle of an uninhabited region. There is no mention 19.2 
of the City of Oak Ridge. within whose city limits abnost all of the ORR (including ORNL) fies. 
Descriptions of the other candidate management sites correctly identify the nearest cities. Please 
correct the description of the ORR to state that it is in the City of Oak Ridge. 

Sincerely, 

D(MNJ/L13~ 
David R. Bradshaw 
Mayor 

cc: Gerald Boyd, Manager, DOE Oak Ridge Operations 
Stephen McCracken, Assistant Manager for Environmental 

Management, DOE Oak Ridge Operations 

Document #0019: Responses 

19.1. 

19.2. 

The WM PElS studied the potential for nationwide impacts 
of managing radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE issued 
separate RODs for all of the waste types analyzed in the WM 
PElS. For TRU waste, DOE decided that each site that has 
generated or would generate TRU waste would store it onsite 
prior to shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 
(1998)). However, the Department may decide to ship TRU 
waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to other sites where DOE has or will have the 
necessary capability. The sites that could receive TRU 
waste from other sites are INEEL, ORR, SRS, and the 
Hanford Site. 

Thus, DOE's analysis in the Draft and Final WVDP Waste 
Management EISs of the disposal or interim storage of 
WVDP waste is consistent with analyses conducted for the 
WM PElS and with decisions reached on the basis of that 
document. 

However, the shipment of waste to offsite locations for 
interim storage is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under 
the preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and 
HL W would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until 
such time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

DOE corrected the description of ORR in the Final EIS (see 
Section 3.9.5). 
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Document #0020: Comments 20.1 - 20.2 
The Seneca Nation of Indians 

THE SENECA NATION OF INDIANS 
PO. Box. ~31 
.1\lJiaman..:a. New York 14779 
Phone (7 \ 0) 'l45-l 7QO 
Fa" 1716) Y-15-1565 

1490 Rl 4JS 
lning, :-.lew \'ork 140RJ 

Phone (7161 5J>4-900 
Fax 0161 53~-6272 

PRESIDENT .............. Hickrr L Armstrol!.~. Sr. 62 Eagle St .. S(!/amanca. Nf 14779 
t:LERK ....................... Shnla L. Krrtle, 3510 W(SI Loop Road, Salamanw. NY 14779 
TREASURF.R ............. S/u·Un R. Huff, P.O. Btl\ 157, Luwrm~_,., NY 14091 

July !0, 2003 

Mr. Danie( Sullivan 
U.S. Department of Energy 
West Valley Demonstration Project 
H1282 Rock Springs Road 
West Valley, NY 14171 

002-0 
RECEIVED 

JUL 2 3 2003 

SUBJECT: Comments on West Valley Demonstration Project Waste Management 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Dear :Mr. Sullivan: 

My staff has completed its review of the above-referenced document and prepared the 
a:ttached comments. 

As you know, the activities at the West Valley Demonstration Project have the potential to 
directly uffect our communities on the Cattaraugus and Allegany territories. After reading 
this DEIS and the alternatives for shipping stored waste off of the site, it is not possible to 
determine the ex.tent of impact t<J either of our comrnunitie~. since the tnmsportation ~ ,

0 1 routes are not identified. In addition, although the risks of implementing the alternatives - · 
are reported to be very low, we are not certain the risk asscs~ment considered factors 20 2 
unique to our population. 

We support your efforts to meet challenges in cleaning up and closing do'Wn the West 
Valley Demonstration Project. We trust that the US Department of Energy will work with 
our government in fmalizing this impact statement and reaching the Record of Decision, 
as per Executive Order 13084, the Govemmcnt·to·Government Relations with Native 
America11 Tribal Governments Executive Memorandum of April 29, 1994, and the US 
Departme-nt of Energy ·s American Indian and Alaska Native Tribal Government Poljcy. 
am confident that the DOb will continue to improve environmental conditions at the site. 
By working with us on a govemrnent -to-govemment basis, we can have a positive role in 

Document #0020: Comments 
The Seneca Nation oflndians 

P:~ge2 

July I 0, 2003 

ensuring that our future generations arc not harmed by a legacy of waste left behind at the 
West Valle)' Demonstration Project. 

Please call Lisa Maybee or Gayla Gray, at 716-532·2546/4900 if you should have any 
questions regarding our commt"nts. 

Sincerely. 

{lun-d~. 
R ickcy L. {Vrmstrong, Sr., ;re~i~~&J· . 
SENECA NA TJON OF INDIANS 

cc: EPD 
Bryan Bower. DOE WVDP 
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Document #0020: Comments 20.3-20.13 
The Seneca Nation oflndians 

Page/Section 

General 
Comment 

1-1. forst 
bullet 

1-11 

1-13, lable 1-
1 

2-9through 2-
11, Section 
2.2.3 

2-13. Table 2-
2, Number of 
Shipments 

2~ 14, second 
full puragraph 

3-5. second 
paragraph 

3-23. Figure 
3-8 

3-25 

4-1. second 

Comment 

How will our pertinent comments !Tom the I 996 draft J 
environmental impact statement be identified and applied to the 20 

.1 
development of this EIS? 

To our knowledge, the proposed Yucca Mountain Repository is] 
not a geologic repository hccause the site's geology alone will not 
contain the waste. Waste p1aced ln Yucca Mountain will require .20.4 
stewEJrd::ship in perpetuity. We suggest changing to "federal 
repository" here and throughout the document. 

Why isn't Greater-Than-Class C waste considered under the l )Q.:; 

altematives'! -- - ·· 

The table should include a definition of Class A low level waste! 20 6 
since this waste type is shipped under all alternatives. __j 

Does LSA t contain 37.000 cubic feet of low level waste (i.e .• j 
storage capacity minus available storage sp11ce)? These 
descriptions of the waste storage aren.s do not include the amount 
of waste stored in each area. Why not do the math? Since this 20 7 
DEIS is supposed to focus on waste management. it would be 
helpful to the reader to state the quantity of waste currently 
managed in these areas. 

Docs this column enumerate truck plus rail shipments tOr the J 
given number of containers. or truck or rail shipments for the 20.8 
given number of containers? Does rail mean railcar? What 
determines whether a shipment occurs hy truck or by railcar? 

Oo all of these disposal sites have rail service? ~ 20 () 

Caltaraugus Creek water is used to irrigate tomato fields in I 
Chautauqua County. __j iO lfl 

Oil Spring Reservation is incorrectly hkntified. It is on the bor~~r 
between Allegany and Cattaraugus Cl..1untics. The correct spelling 20 11 
is Allegany Reservation. 

What roads and railroads serve the area around Envirocare? =:J 20.1; 

There is a potential for direct and indirect impacts rroftEC:Ei1irED 
~20.13 

JUL 2 3 ZOUl 
002-0 

Document #0020: Comments 20.13 - 20.21 
The Seneca Nation of Indians 

Page/Section 
paragraph, 4111 

sentence 

4-2, Section 
4. 1.1, & C-3, 
Table C-2 

4-6, Section 
4.2.1 

4-7, Section 
4.2.2, first 
paragraph. 
second 
~entence 

Seclions 4.3.2. 
4.4.2. 4.5.2 

Sections 
4.3.3.3. 
4.4.3.3. 
4.5.3., 

5-1, fi.1urth 
paragraph 

Appendix C 

Comment J 
transportation. How and where are these impacts evaluated? ::'U n 

Non. fatal health effects to the exposed population should also be 
evaluated. This section should state how the evaluation of human 
health impacts considers the overall health of the person receiving 1 20.14 
the dose. The very young. elderly. and persons with cornprumised 
health due to diabetes or high blood pressure (tOr example) may be 
more susceptible to non-fatal or fatal cancers. How does the -
evaluation consider people who practice a subslsten<:t! lifestyle? 
The risk asse.!lsment should include exposures frum consuming 
venison, inhaling wood smoke (i.e., burning firewond from trees I :!0. I 5 
that preferentially uptake radionuclides). inhaling water vapor 
from Cattaraugus Creek and Lake Erie, drinking surface water and 
gmundwater, and consuming fish from Cattaraugus Creek. 

Who is the maximally exposed individual? ~20.16 

What cause~ the higher impact from rail tnmsportation? 

}" 
What would be the impacts from a terrorist attack? =120.18 

11 is unclear who I he maximally exposed individual (\!tEl) is foj 
these scenarios or why the MEl's dose is less than the population's 
dose. Who comprises the population? [ f individuals in the 20.19 
population experience the greater health eflt:ct, wouldn't they be 
the MEl? 

This paragraph needs clarification. What is lhe delinition of"pjst 
operations' in the se<:ond sentence? Does "'past operations" mean 
during reprocessing and/or 198::! to pre::;:ent'? This dose was 13 
person· rem, bul !he fourth sentence parenthetically says the 

20
·
20 

radiation dose ro workers and the public in the past was 2.5 
person-rem. 

Appendix C does not describe the assumptions or methodology 
used to assess ecological risk, ns per the draft technical standard 1 20_21 
on a graded approach for evaluating radiation doses to aquatic and 
terrestrial biota. 
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Document #0020: Comments 20.22- 20.25 
The Seneca Nation oflndians 

~Section 

C:-27 

D-19, Section 
D.6.7,iirst 
paragraph 

D-27, 
Alternative A 

D-27 & D-28, 
Alternatives A 
&R 

Commen! 

It is disingenuous to average the dose over an area having a 50· J 
mile radius when the dose is not experienced equa1ly across this 
area. The dose is primarily received by the people living 
downwind of the site, by people who access Cattaraugus Creek ~0.22 
and its trihutaries leading fi'orn the site, and by people who use the 
natural and agricultural resources growing in areas that arc 
impacted by releases from the site. What are the doses to these 
people'? 

This pnmgraph acknowledges that other delayed health effects ca:.J 
occur and gives the conversion factors; however., total risks are not 20.23 

conveyed to the reader in Section D.7 (Results). 

Isn't the probability of a truck accident greater than that for rail?~ 20.24 

A severe accident under eachofthese alternatives would result in] 
three latent cancer fatalities for the exposed population and a 
0.012 risk of latent cancer fatality for the maximally exposed 20 25 
individual. If individuals in the population experience the greater 
health effect, wouldn't they be the tviEI? 

OD~D 
RECEIVED 

JUL 2 3 ZOU3 

Document #0020: Responses 

20.1. DOE analyzed the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the transportation of radioactive waste from 
the WVDP site to each of the other locations included in this 
EIS for disposal or interim storage in Chapter 4 (see Sections 
4. 1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.3, 4.4.3, and 4.5.3) and Appendix D. DOE 
routinely plans actual transportation campaigns well in 
advance, with appropriate notice to affected State and local 
jurisdictions along the transportation route. DOE has long 
maintained a transportation program that provides assistance 
to all affected States and local jurisdictions in maintaining 
emergency preparedness capabilities, including training, and 
DOE transportation personnel remain available for 
assistance during transportation campaigns in the event of an 
incident. 

20.2. In Section 4.6, the Draft EIS addressed the subsistence 
consumption offish from Cattaraugus Creek. For 
atmospheric releases of radioactivity material from the 
WVDP site, the EIS considered the inhalation of radioactive 
gases and particulates in the air, ingestion of cultivated 
crops, and external exposure from radioactive material in the 
air or on the ground. Inhaling radioactive material in wood 
smoke or water vapor was not considered in the analysis. 
However, because ofthe dispersion of wood smoke and 
dilution by the water in Cattaraugus Creek or Lake Erie, the 
radiation doses through these pathways would be much 
lower than inhaling the radioactive material directly from the 
air, which is analyzed in the Draft and Final EISs. Ingestion 
of surface water and groundwater was not included because 
there is no documented use of local surface water or 
downgradient groundwater wells as drinking water by local 
residents. 
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The WVDP Annual Site Environmental Monitoring Reports 
address the inhalation of radioactive gases and particulates in 
air; ingestion of cultivated crops; and ingestion of fish, beef, 
and milk. 

20.3. DOE reviewed comments received on the Draft Cleanup and 
Closure EIS issued in 1996 and found that they addressed 
only closure and related issues. For this reason, all of those 
comments are being considered in the context of the 
continuation of the 1996 Draft Cleanup and Closure EIS, 
which is now known as the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. 

20.4. As explained in the Yucca Mountain Repository EIS, DOE 
considers the repository to be a geologic repository. 

20.5. The only Greater-than-Class-C waste at WVDP is 
NYSERDA pre-Project waste in the NRC-licensed Disposal 
Area and the State-licensed Disposal Area. The disposition 
of these wastes will be evaluated in the Decommissioning 
and/or Long-Term Stewardship EIS. 

20.6. A definition of Class A LLW was added to Table 1-1 in the 
Final EIS. 

20.7. Class A waste continues to be shipped and the waste stored 
onsite is moved among the available storage facilities to 
increase efficiency. Thus, the waste volume and type of 
waste stored in each facility changes frequently. For this 
reason, DOE did not include the waste volumes stored in 
each location, but rather included the storage capacity of 
each facility and the total volumes of waste to be shipped. 

20.8. In Table 2-2, the "Number of Shipments" column shows the 
number of truck shipments required to ship 145,000 cubic 
feet of Class A LL Wunder the No Action Alternative and 

the number of rail shipments required to ship 145,000 cubic 
feet of Class A LL Wunder the No Action Alternative. Rail 
means shipment in railcars; the analysis assumes that each 
rail shipment involves one railcar (see Appendix D, Section 
D.4). In practice, the decision on whether to use truck or rail 
depends on many factors, such as shipping container 
availability, efficiency, schedule, operational constraints, and 
cost. 

20.9. All of the sites considered in this EIS but Nevada Test Site 
and the Yucca Mountain repository have direct rail access. 
Text was added to Section 3.9 and Section D.3 to clarify 
this. 

20.10. This information was added to Section 3.2.1 in the Final EIS. 

20.11. These corrections were made in the Final EIS (Figure 3-8). 

20.12. This information was added to Section 3. 9.1 in the Final EIS. 

20.13. DOE analyzed the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the transportation of radioactive waste from 
the WVDP site to other locations for disposal or 
interim storage in Chapter 4 (see Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.3, 
4.4.3, and 4.5.3) and Appendix D. 

20.14. DOE's analyses recognize that the principal potential human 
health effect from exposure to low doses of radiation is 
cancer. In Appendix C of the EIS (both draft and final), 
DOE explains that other health effects such as nonfatal 
cancers and genetic effects can occur as a result of chronic 
exposure to radiation. Inclusion of the total incidence of 
nonfatal cancers and severe genetic effects from radiation 
exposure increases the total detriment by 40 to 50 percent, 
compared to the change for latent cancer fatalities (see 
Appendix C, Section C.l ). Estimates oflatent cancer 
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fatalities as a result of waste management activities 
(including transportation) are provided for each alternative. 
The risk factor used for estimating potential latent cancer 
fatalities in the general population takes into account that 
children (who are more susceptible to adverse impacts from 
radiation exposure) are included in the population group. 

20.15. In Section 4.6, the Draft and Final EISs address the 
subsistence consumption of fish from Cattaraugus Creek. 
For atmospheric releases of radioactivity material from the 
WVDP site, the EIS considered the inhalation of radioactive 
gases and particulates in the air, ingestion of cultivated 
crops, and external exposure from radioactive material in the 
air or on the ground. In addition, the WVDP Annual Site 
Environmental Monitoring Reports address the inhalation of 
radioactive gases and pm1iculates in air; ingestion of 
cultivated crops; and ingestion of fish, beef, and milk. 
Ingestion of surface water and groundwater was not included 
because there is no documented use of local surface water or 
downgradient groundwater wells as drinking water by local 
residents. 

Inhaling radioactive material in wood smoke or water vapor 
was not considered in the analysis. However, because of the 
dispersion of wood smoke and dilution by the water in 
Cattaraugus Creek or Lake Erie, the radiation doses through 
these pathways would be much lower than inhaling the 
radioactive material directly from the air, which is analyzed 
in the Draft and Final EISs. 

20.16. As described in Appendix C, Section C.6, radiation doses 
were evaluated at the locations of nearby residences for 
airborne releases during normal bperations and at the WVDP 
site boundary for releases during accidents to provide a 
realistic estimate of the maximally exposed individual 
radiation doses. 

20.17. In terms of the total fatalities from truck versus rail, tluck 
transportation has slightly higher impacts than rail 
transportation for Alternatives A and B, while rail has 
slightly higher impacts for the No Action Alternative (see 
Tables 4-6,4-12, and 4-15). The differences are due to 
several factors, including the route distances, the population 
densities along the routes, state-level accident rates along the 
routes, and the number of shipments. 

20.18. With respect to potential risks from terrorism or diversion, 
DOE did describe the human health consequences of a 
transportation accident; the accident with the highest 
consequences would involve CH-TRU waste. DOE did not 
analyze, nor is it relevant to analyze, how such a 
transportation accident could occur (for example, as a result 
of a terrorist incident). 

20.19. As described in Appendix C, Section C.6, radiation doses 
were evaluated at the locations of nearby residences for 
airborne releases during normal operations and at the WVDP 
site boundary for releases during accidents to provide a 
realistic estimate of the maximally exposed individual 
radiation doses. Population radiation doses included 
contributions from all directions for distances up to 80 
kilometers (50 miles) from airborne releases during normal 
operations and from an onsite evaluation point located 640 
meters (2, 100 feet) from the postulated accident. The MEl 
dose is smaller than the population dose because the MEl 
dose is to one individual and the population dose is the dose 
received by everyone in the affected population collectively 
(not individually). The risk of a latent cancer fatality to the 
MEl is the risk one individual could face in dying from 
cancer caused by exposure to radiation from activities at the 
WVDP. The risk of a latent cancer fatality in a population is 
the number of additional cancers that might be experienced 
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in the entire affected population as a result of the exposure of 
the population to radiation from activities at the WVDP. 

20.20. In the Final EIS, the sentence was changed to read "The net 
impact from these past operations to the regional population 
near the Center has been estimated to be approximately 13 
person-rem." 

20.21. The assumptions and methodology used to assess ecological 
risk are described in A Graded Approach for Evaluating 
Radiation Doses to Aquatic and Terrestrial Biota, referenced 
in Chapter 4 as DOE 2002. A brief description of the 
methods used to evaluate ecological risk has been added to 
Appendix C. 

20.22. The dose is not averaged over the SO-kilometer (50-mile) 
radius, as stated by the commenter. Rather, it is integrated 
over the SO-kilometer (50-mile) radius, which means that all 
the potential doses within the SO kilometer (50-mile) radius 
are added together. 

20.23. The total impacts (i.e., risks) of transporting the radioactive 
material are contained in the last column of Tables 4-6,4-12, 
4-15, D-15, D-16, and D-17. In addition, the total impacts 
(i.e., risks) are discussed in the text of Chapter 4 for each 
alternative (Sections 4.3.3.1, 4.4.3.1, and 4.5.3.1) and 
Section D.7.1. 

20.24. The EIS lists the probabilities of the maximum reasonably 
foreseeable accidents in Sections 4.3.3.3, 4.4.3.3, and 
4.5.3.3, and in Section D.7.3. 

20.25 The MEl dose is smaller than the population dose because 
the MEl dose is to one individual and the population dose is 
the dose received by everyone in the affected population 
collectively (not individually). The risk of a latent cancer 

fatality to the MEl is the risk one individual could face in 
dying from cancer caused by exposure to radiation from 
activities at the WVDP. The risk of a latent cancer fatality in 
a population is the number of additional cancers that might 
be experienced in the entire affected population as a result of 
the exposure of the population to radiation from activities at 
theWVDP. 
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Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board 
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Ptojr-e~ w~:s-1e. fo~tt <l.ddii.imJ;ll t~~~om~ud~l~cm}; -:t:~ i~:b::dt'!d f~·lf" )'mu· inf,).(tr.I,;U:iml .a:~ wdl. 

We kmt fotV-'llrd w y-~..m r wfitreu m~~10nse w R~r.:orrl.lmmd.ati-c~ 169 rrwr tB o:ur w:::<1 Boord 
n~tNtn_s. w ~ tld.d $1?l'!t:mht~r 22<~~\ ::U.)()J. it:t Aikn. S.c. We -iiPPit':''·i.:u:t:: >'~,~;r timdy 
cmH~~kr<t!'k14~ of ~h.? t.l11.." k~1.~1 ~dvkt 

~ul~· 
W¥.1c\V.atcn 
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4-':o: R:.nbett P~lpe, EPA Rt-.~ioo lV 
Dawtl Ti$)" ~.!<1·, iTA Re~i;.~::: JV 

()C ;~ ! i 1 t·=f 

A!Jti Q 8 ZD&3 RECEIVED 
u v ~y •• .j 

~ 
;:::: 
~ 
~ 
t3 
"i:l 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ ;:::: 

i 
~ 
~ 
VJ 



tn 
I 

-..) 
.j::. 

Document #0021: Comments 
Savannah River Site Citizens Advisory Board 
(Recommendation 169) 

Ci1N!IIIU9.!l 
W~W-Mt:r:e 

~~f'~·& 
P:<d6n--,a. S1i3£l 

'.vk..ctJ~niQ.il 
. J$~!1~: 

. ~· H•IIW~ Gl""" 
~ .. ~~~-j~oo_ s..c. m~..~ 

Savannah River Site 

CITIZENS ADVISORY BOARD 
A \) S""L.\:i10!Fi<(:{<.{ cy( fj--;i;rtj;_;~~i~,y,-;;::~i!(:"X~Miw.Y~~~••«••--•••••'"«•««<~ .... ,,,_. "••<••••-••--•~•'-•w•••••««uu .. __ _ 

J;aly :.t~. '.i:-t)((~ 

Mt. lA":wi:< Shaw, l)epu~y Comn:ti"!<Si~'l:n!;'r 
s~mth Ciif!)~ir:ta tX:p.artm:::nt f}f Hc:llth 

and f.:J:,'j:ir~mr.m::nt~.l (tmtft)t 

16tl0 Bull S!nt'lt 
Coh.oml)i~-- ~-C. 'NL(H 

r.Jcru Mr . .Shav.·: 

em b!.::h,a {f ¢f !lv..! SRS: Cit!l'.:~ft); Ad l:'i~OI)' B®rd. I'm pk·.a'i&>d to !'urwud yc~u WY~t<Jl 
f·~.t.~t:smnx:nd~d~-'ll~ itd·O·P~~d d~ring our ~l~<:(:~int bi':!d July 1:2, 1(;"()".'. in G:J-hrm .. ,):l, $.(~. 
Ke-~th. Cd~il""I~W(q'1h <;.-~~ tht: E.>.•Offir,;-io revr~~$1.?~!->Ul'Y~ in ~n.:mcbth~. 

Rt<·Hn'l-~~datSo-n ~-6:5 addrts~~-~ ftte S:RS Natiooal P<jlh:tlk"l-1! lhs-:..~hatg<: EHrninado11 Sy'!i:tt:m. 
rscnr.~il ltc~;·b:¥.m. ~;;.)JUU)Cl'ldl.l.l-i~f 168 .;Wd~~li<~t'~ th~ R Rc~·t:Jt £<::-c-pai~C fi;s:sl:r:t ~nd 
J.l:ccoJmu~;'ndzti.;.m !6~ OOdri;.SSR'~5 a!t~the." fo.r diS-p>J!l.~t:km "f W.'lSt¢ fran 1he \Ve5t V:lU;c~ 
f>e:mon?<tntk•r'. Pmjer;::~, 

[ W(1 aJJidrnW tffiltntUtmdjti~n& -.ue ub:o ine:!ttded fot )'OUr iaf.onn<Uhm a;,; welt 

\\'!)' h~ fm~,;·;,~:~J lo y~Wr u:riU~'fi re~~~ pri<N' ro. our ntl:t Huard mc-cU~g '1.<1 be &:ki S•!p!Kmb<'f 
:n .... :r1, 2fM'H, i» A{k~.o, :S.C .. W~ appr('(:.{{tl~ y(-mr tiu~:ly t:.tm.$)dwn.km <1f *is Jtd:\'k~. 

Si~tj~ 
W;~<fe' \'Vi:!.!Nt; 

Ch;~.if· 

i.."'..: Kd!h Cvllli1&Worth, SCPHlH~ 

AOO 0 8 2803 
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Pages 4 - 10 are not included in this document because they do not 
relate to WVDP or this EIS. As noted on Page 1, these pages consist 
of: 

Recommendation 165- SRS National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
Recommendation 166· Historic Preservation al SRS 
Re-eommendation 167- Deactivation & Decommissioning Plan 
Recommendation 168- R Reactor Seepage Basin 

See Recommendation 169 on the following pages. 
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Savmmah River Site 

Citizens Advisory Board 

R~::ommenda:tion 169 

~• •• •.••••••••••m •••••••••••••• "-····"··· 

! RECEIVED f 
I l 
1 ~l.llloszoe3 1 
~~~ 

llraft WVOI' Wosl< llhm•nt""'"' Environn,.nta! Impact Stawm~tlt 

l!!!£l!J:m!!l!l! 

.tn. .aec,ltdam:>! wi~h dh"t:"fiW$ in the W:!s.t Vi:i!lky t't.tffil.1rtstr:,ttioo h<~,ii%"! 1:WV!W} l\<:t. tJOf- k 
re:sr.-om.ibl.j;. (rn- f~ciHrle£.r~ i·n cf!~n«!i~)ft with the WVDP" Hl,g:!~ Levd \\'.;:t.~;t;~ OiL W) 
Vi(rifi~.atk~i ef.n~t il.mt ~:t' t'm di~p<)s~l ~+f tbc L.o\\' Ls:.,. .. d \Va~It {LlW), lnix.tJ LLW, HLW, nn.d 
TRU wuste t-lfOdt.t<.:d by tJ\ot. \VVDV" Hl.\V ~iJlhliE.;:o~.timl pn.'!gram. T~;; l"utnll UJP r¢srr.n,o;ihiiH~r. 
t.mdtr thiii Act. !:JOE ru.~~Ji. kl i~ntify .a dh;pr;:.t:ll r~Ht f:or wa~~ 'h:l.t ~:e cun~J~dy :>1ot-ed l.msi~t
tlltd ~h;M will tX~ur H'c'~J tbe fJIZ.M J{} ~'C<U'$ $~ai tO dt«'(tnifi¢ .i tt1~~fi3~fntll:< '!:.m~.ttgy f'(;? Hte 
e:d~il1j; WM-1t' MOlai.J.,:C tanks. TOO April dmft ms (t'O!;I,l.Se!) Qfi DOE'!< re:spoart~bti~Ue.,:.; to di:!Of..OW d' 
'>'i<lS.I1j'~ :;~!Xi D."1l"'.J:inue; h> &a.fdy tmm.g:e 0~ WJ$.~f¢ ~t{!ftl:g~t U.nh. 

·rtw Dr.aft WVDP W.ast~ ManJg-effii!nt ms i:!n~lp.e~ fhn.-.c al!.otnmtlv.e:> kx· tl~e: cootitl·Ued UMitc 

w-.1n~ manllgt<ID>..!:tlt .Jtnd $-h1p:l1lellt of wa!:'k::i. h:t·IJ(f~il:t d~~pasal (R~-f. l ). UMett~ N~, A's~<m 
Al~l'l"l.i!l(i"\'t.\ CQu.t:h:luati:!)LJ of 011:~0in~ WM~E: M:EmJt-ttnent A<:ti>:<l"tk~. waste rnanat~me-m W·tjtJM 
indu&e: 'l-mti:n u€!d ~oag-e o!" e~l!>fmg Cia% H at~J c .. ::m~s C Lt. W. TRU w~s~ 3:nd Ht.W. l.tn.,jt~·4 
amP«.fl!"S of Cla:% A LL W V>·mfld ht ~hip~d !.<) of!:--sil:~ d.l~pa.,.<d a~d lhe ten~aind~t' wm.dd be s.tot"('d 
tmSilt. 

tinder Ai!cnmti'lt"t A (l'rek:ff~ Altcmdth-c), O(f~ite Shipmem {1-f}lt..W. U.W. 1-~Hx-=.d U .. W, aOO 
TRU Wa.s~s tO fJhpo:5~1 and Ott.goini}; Mat!"-tai};<.':U~nt of lh¢ W:$!>;tt St(>tagt 'hnb. [X)E w~Y .. l:ld 
r,b.i.p Clas0 A, B. mtd C LL W :t.nd mi~OO LL \V h> Ot"!R'! o.f two f>OE poRn1iat disposal sh.¢s 
(Y·/ ash1f.lgt.® or N"e'-'OO;;s} ;j)l' to a n1D:unerd3l di:>pa~:d :->it¢ (:;:JlCh ~s: Ew .. 'i.."'C.:l.."t* ~~ :!:h~p TRtJ W;).:iJ¢ 
h) WJPP in N~w MtJ~:io.); <md ship Ht .. \V to d.1e pa"O§."IQ$t;d Y ucta M(\"ill1iJ.ain HL W R~wry. 

Under All-(.:rn~!h't< U. Offs"U~ Shipm~nt i)f ll.W. M.~:«.J Lt W tl.) l)i.;:po-s.~!. Sh.ipt>'lt!:n-1 {~f HLW ;:,.)x} 
TRU W&s-t¢: t.o lnt~fjm S'ora~t, and hlE-cdm St.ahi!i~~~!;Ofl of the W!i!sk Sk'i.fat-t- Tanb, LL\V .ut~i 
rt'..i"!(OO LLW woutJ be s.l1~pptd offS.ftt! f~r clbpa*-.:d at~ :sosnw localion~ a~ Altcrnati"'c A. TRO 
'¥.'a~~t:$i WIX!l.J tU! 3:hipf~~cl fi.'l' intenm );Wn~&~ .jU. ~)Wf. ~-sf fiv\': tJOE $.j(~:'... Han(utd m W<t5hin{3;tf.\l.'l: 
M.aJ~) Nath:lU:al Engincedtig a:M Eo..,in,r~u~ntal J...alX'It>H.ory (lNHtt)~ (}.;~llt~-dg~ NalioMi 
t....ahJrutocy ~ORNL); Srevmmab River Si{-c i.SR..."-;}; o~ WlPP. '1"RIJ 1))11:\.let woold ~ubscqut"nlty be 
sb.it-!:ped t<) \V H'P' (.1~· n::rn:Gl.ill :i1t W n~p f1.1r dh.rrr:;t~ Hl.-W ~-·&:.tM ~ ~hi~,p~~.:~·d t(~ SRS <"If H:tt&,td f<~r 
~m~rim s..t<~r'll:~, ¥~ hh !lt~bi.~~~Eti .shipme!U to Y m::c01 M~tmtain fix di.$p-' .... «i>&L 

fmt'm1fnt 

The SRS C!tL~n" AdviS(l() Bm~rd (CAB} $.Urpurts ~ht llrc-kncl Alte<tn31h~ b:u~ <:au iiV~~pt J 
All~mMil'c B. el>iXif~~;Uy SRS rw;i>'ili~ wostc ;!iipoil<n!S frM; WVDf fW¥i<k<l !hat WI&i,; 
ulpHtrst.i~ms ~pply. The SRS CAB i$ oo rt:,•:m:t re'l':omtn.<!ndlng tha~ ilu:! vi-trifled HLW fmm 
WVDI' cw_'"'_ '-<' St<:.S fm· $-t~3r.li:fi:.'" pd!){ t. c' !iMpt»t.."""TH «.• "i.'vc.ca M-L}~.n~m.in .. ~~min.gr:.n~ Ul>t>n Hw . ::-u 
Oj"!':.':n.ing <lf Y ~tu~ Mmmlair:: Mtd Ol".~~r c:ommi tiD~o.t~ {Ref. 1 &. 3). Th~ CMl w~s ~ \t~.utit"»~>u::; 
c:on-ce~~tl£ this dc<:i!:ioo tmJ WfW~ of thr.t di~~C1lri11l:t opin~ml$ WC"te ba~d 00 ~tj:U:i(f COt)!E.ide:wHt:<nS 
(R~f. 4). 'Sdt~.('.C l.~fi. dit! SRS CAB h.a-:;. $Upp<mK.-d ~he DOE tetimu.i W:tY.i~ dhip!X->:1! ,.t,.ntepl :1~. 

~tr~:rymm.-cnd:J.fior< I <i>t 
Ad~·~&.i 'my Z:(., /t)IH 
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pmp(Js.ed i.n tl1>:: Waste M<!l'!Ot§.~~rntwt Prrtg:r.amfllil.t~c Env1m~rnent>ll hn.pt<t.t:.t S'.>lci~!~nt (Rd. :5), 
tll~kr this (Of.W~:pt .• SRS h>J:~ th~ pott~nfiallu te<:e~'y-e U.W f!qm ~v~n l)(lE fa~~hti~. Th:: CAB 
.s:l.lppoMod d~ dfoos of DO£ to 0ptimit.¢ wi!SH: cll~pos.at :~~rcs.5 tF:~ I){)f. ~t1111fil~,; a.Ficl hdd tW. 
+t+::w !hat ;he rtgtnn:ll 'om:~wt :!:hO"tJJd be ......tewed w~th ~ n.atio:1at p¢(~{~-Tiiw: in~tt~d ~...(a: f>aH:~Chi.;d 
m)t. l·}{)\'-'W•W· tht SRS CAH W:il.:; '-'>l::IJ de-a! that lt~ s.:tJ~'~fM:.<f1 f.;.)t a ttg.i:{)r.taj ~itp-;:.r~.t tUt~(~11£ W!.l~ 
C"'t."l!h11!;:>Cl11 upo:~:t ~hu st<H..t~ p4."'1k·ipatbg h:: the <:on-~pt, TW! S:RS CAB l"utly e::<r.¢cts cqtJ;sblt! 
t:rf.atms.mt {Ref. 6). If wan-f:~ •n·e gf}it1$ ta be t~ci~~d lit SRS ft-om ml·<e't l)Of.. hdlltk>:t<. ~b~Jl 
~on~~::;s~(1t>~ iSlJJ a''~kratiofi Q( .SRS W~t"" di~l :&t¢" e.~ ~-~4>A 

Rromm!r!.nd:J*thm 

lbe SRS Cili.l.Cfi:!< Ad¥i;;ory BY)ilrd (CAB) R-'<:onm<etld:!> to H"1e thr~x agefli"./~<:::s Ehlt TRt: \va.r;tc- <4-~~J 
Hl. W wmi:1g \(J SRS ~ >'~~":(~~~ from \VVDP if d:!e kllHWi.fif,: <:ouJRitiDS at·~ :IJiKt; 

l. TRHWa,;.tc $h~.~ s.h<tll t:ti!::tYaUotbkat SRS hJ~cccpl WVt:W'IRU w.a::.tc{l!f fund~nt 
(.01\..m-vc tit~ mh .. ;;ion ~rating btJ(.i~<.~tJ $-h..;tll ht! .-wai.lahle tr1- J~s.iyn and c:>.n!>~t".:d !:.uch 
~1<lrl"!ge fuilit~. 

2. SRS hi.~~l ~ctiv~ty 1"RU wa:w~ {Pu-"2"18} h ptat:~d oo .g priif~t) dlsP'~a! u:h:~dult an:d ~ll 
ltppt<Jp.tlal-¢" stti·p-pi!lg c(mtaim~ .are (rude a ~·~il,abk lo cmnpJy with tlx: Perf~~n-:::3-.w:~ 
M:ut<t~mem P'i.~m :shippi!1g ~cbe<d~Jl¢'. ln -itd:Ji~i-cn. ff .. "!i"t'\"t"~·y "du.mc of WVHP 
tnm~U!'"a-flk w:aH~ t«dved by SRS. :a ~hip:ment ()thigh activity SRS tr.mtur.mk •a':ll!<: 
o.jual t1.'~ twke th>:! rei::~:h.-ing velum~ ;;haU be" sf!i·ppe-d to WH'P, 

3. A HLW ":ib~pplr1g and i"(:«i.l.·Jnt; !adfit~' $lt.dl N -coo~tru:::100 >I'M ~1pttt.ill.tl"ma.t at SRS ~tt 
ord<t.t to be :,~hk. fJ.'! ship SRS vrtrifJcd HLW cani~t"rs to !h~ HL W re~ttfJr_y pf.m lo 
re-ceivittg WVOl"~ HL.\V. 

•1. A m-(m\.'1 ~ht"Sfi. wu-Mc c.oJtti${ef s~or3~ huih:.hng lffiould ~oe ~llro:rtructeJ ,and .;)pc:n~!lnoa• at 
SRS prior ~o f«.Ch·ing WVDP HLW, 

~- lloth tha ¥/VDP :a.!'ld SRS HL\\' Mli:pnw.~~s M\~ ind11~>d ~h>ttg wilh th:!- firs.t s..h4mretll.l> c:1i 
dt-Jcm:.c Utk.lc-.:tt \"'<'"lt~te ti:!' YltC'('a M~}:.UH>ii.n. 

ti:, F~J;ni..1ing ?<h>i.U htt rnatb avaibbl~ to t:olicr any a!.kJitit.."ftlllll~r!dli-ng to~H. 
1", Any tram;ura.nic ~"·ast~t "f>.bif~ tl:."' .SRS fN t~·tr4>mary .stot~g~ t00.$t he de~i!{"n~td >i-S 

Ct:fu~se wa~i.e- tM:t:~.age-d it1 a ft-wtn O~&t r.m:~t):; ~h.c WH'P WAC ~\1 tb31t it m;;.y ~ ~biPJ.~ 
d:ir~~dy t"of diS<~:wJ widK"tUt any huthtr fl"fX-E:"-lsing by SR$. CMifkd and lic.m~ 
Rhipping ~rm!..a.!nt'!:TS ntlli:l b:!--l~'lo·a!litbl-t< r<~t f~'!. fl:.lture sbipr.n.<,:rt\t g)l' i.hspt~a}. 

ltd"""'"'§ 

l. [.1raft Wtrn. V AiJtt fkm¢noHt:Ui{"l3"S h<··¥~d \V<l$m Mm::.3.~emen"t Efp,·)to~HPI.>nt~! {n-oipa'~ 
S!~h~mtu:t .. DOE/El.S-(r.H71). Arn12003. 

2. Ci~oize-rf$ Adv·t~~ry 8P.ard f«.::t.'l)fnJrl('"..ndat;~)fl No. St ¢">ido~3 No¥-e:.tribet IS, tW?}. 
"F..nvir~."\.nn.~rt~;~l Ma:M_g~~:nl lnt~§~ratioo Hi~h r...~·ld Wi!:!ilx," 

). Citb:s:.ot~ Ad·•i:>r..::ry n.MftJ Retl\Jrufli.WdMkm Nn. -~n {~Kk.<p"k.~J ~bn~h 2:-3. 191:'>9). '·W.asi:;
M.;11J~t~1nt.'nt pmgl"1tt!ltUmtk f:~tvi~Y.l)fntnt~l JtH~"l-3ct St~t>;:;J"llC!!~ l{c<:<~<rd of t~i~k1:11 fm· W;;.li 
Levd Wast<:.~ 

4 Uti..un~ Adl:i~<~f)· »<~Md Rt-.('¢ftune.nd:nhm. NB, 6,~ {<Ul>:lpttd Jul~' 1S., 1998}, 'l"oW.1t~i. 
R¢tuti$~tX)", ollud Stij:ft fAu.it~' h.~uc':S- l\ttd Ttc.ttn'tt~m~ SJ.<~r;,ge-, and D~:ip<:"!S.:il! uf Dde:rE-:~-.... Rda!i:!cl 
Nud~r W.'l-~t~ llnd M~titri..'l.l. ·• 

5. ntll£~~' l\t,h·i~wy tlr,~rd R~~OmlT!t"l4d~tiM N(J, n (iid.<ig;ll~l1 N'-i)Vt""mbe:-t 17, t~JS), •l Wa'Ytt~ 
M~~.tg~Jt'll:':r~t i~r<w.ra~fJm.a~k En\·imnrtWn~,sllm~t S~jte,l'l'Cnt 

6. Ci[u.:CU$ .,>\dVfMJt'}' 1){\Rrd Re-~t:~mmc:r.dMl·on N(~. !lS {adopt~ M:m.:h n. lOIJO), ~·w.as!e 

2'11 

MaM~tC~.tl~ Equity l:i..'mm;,'' 
1 
~ ••••••••• ~·.w.•· ~·--······.·.- ... ......__--"""!" 

!RECEIVED I 
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Document #0021: Responses 

21.1. The WM PElS studied the potential for nationwide impacts 
of managing radioactive and hazardous wastes. DOE issued 
separate RODs for all of the waste types analyzed in the WM 
PElS. For TRU waste, DOE decided that each site that has 
generated or would generate TRU waste would store it onsite 
prior to shipment to WIPP for disposal (63 Fed. Reg. 3629 
(1998)). However, the Department may decide to ship TRU 
waste from sites where it may be impractical to prepare it for 
disposal to other sites where DOE has or will have the 
necessary capability. The sites that could receive TRU 
waste from other sites are INEEL, ORR, SRS, and the 
Hanford Site. 

Thus, DOE's analysis in the Draft and Final WVDP Waste 
Management EISs of the disposal or interim storage of 
WVDP waste is consistent with analyses conducted for the 
WM PElS and with decisions reached on the basis of that 
document. 

However, the shipment of waste to offsite locations for 
interim storage is not DOE's preferred alternative. Under 
the preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and 
HL W would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until 
such time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

After the publication of the Final EIS, DOE will issue a 
Record of Decision. This document will state what DOE's 
decision is, identify the alternatives considered in reaching 
its decision, and specify the alternative or alternatives that 
are considered to be environmentally preferable. DOE will 
also identify and discuss the factors that were balanced by 
the agency in making its decision and state how those 
considerations entered into its decision. 

21.2 Thank you for your comment. 
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JOHN CHAMBERLAIN, 

Communications Department:, 

West Valley Demonstration Project. 

DANIEL N. SULLIVAN, 

DOE Document Manager, 

10 Y.lest Valley Demonstra:.ion P~oject. 

11 

12 PAUL PICIULO, 

13 Director of the West Valley Site 

14 Managemer.t Program for NYSERDA. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2? 

23 

24 

25 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 

"lJ ;:;· 
$::) ..._ 

~ 

ti 
~ 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ 
;::: 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
Vi 



IT1 
I 

--.] 
00 

Document #0022: Comments 
New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority (public meeting transcript) 

~1R. CHAMBERLADI, Good 

afternoon. I'm John Chamberla:1.n. On behalf 

of the Department of Energy, I •.vel come each of 

you to this ~eeting. As you know, there are 

two comment sessions scheduled today here at 

the Ashford Office Complex on Route 219 as 

part of the 45-day public review period for 

the Draft Waste West Valley Demonstration 

10 Project l-1aste Management Enviror.mental :mpact 

11 Statement. For the record, this afternoon 

12 session is scheduled from :30 p.m. :.o 3:30 

13 p.m., today, June 11, 2003, and an evening 

14 session is scheduled from 7:00p.m. to 9:00 

15 p.m. 

16 These sessions are be1.ng held to 

17 provide individuals the opportunity to submit 

18 oral and written comments o~ the draft EIS. 

19 Comments can be filed by rna1:, by :':ax or 

20 electronically through the in:ernet. In 

21 addition, there is a toll- free m:mber 

22 available through which individuals can s·..1bmit 

23 oral comments by telephone. Information 

24 including directions on filing comments is 

25 available at the table to my right. All 
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comments, whether written or oral, will 

rece1ve the same conside!'ation and revi':':!w, and 

will be responded to in the F'inal 

Environmental Impact Statemer:.t. 

The development of this DEIS 

officially began with DOE 1 s pub::.ication of a 

Notice of Intent on March 26, 2001. The scope 

of this DEIS departs from that which was 

10 originally announced in the Notice of In':.ent 

11 in that it is limi~ed ~o onsite waste 

12 management and offsite waste transportation 

13 ac~ivities, and does not i!lc:!..ude 

14 decontamination activities. This DEIS was 

15 made publicly available on May 16, 2003, for 

16 review and comment. The 45-day public review 

17 period will officially end on June 30, 2003, 

18 and DOE will conside~· comments received after 

19 this date to the extent practical. 

20 Com:uentors for today's session have 

;:.:._ been registered in the order that their 

22 requests have been received. All individuals 

23 that have signed up at the door Wlll be 

24 allowed to speak in the order they are signed 

25 in as long as time is available. If you wish 
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to presenl: a corrment and have not signed up, I 

encourage yot~ to do so new. 

Finally, I want to thank all of you 

here for taking the tl.me to attend this 

meeting and for those providing comments, 

thank you for your interest and involvement. 

At this time I want to introduce Dar. 

Sulllvan, the Department of Energy's NEPA 

10 Compliance Officer at the West Valley 

11 Demonstration ProJect. Dan. 

12 MR. SULLIVAN: I'm Dan Sullivan. 

13 I'm with the Depa~tment of Ene~gy and I'm 

14 going to talk about our EIS tonlght. Thank 

15 you for attending this presentation. I wil2. 

16 run through briefly our Notice of Intent, the 

17 revised scope of the document, the overview of 

18 the DEIS 1 describe the al~ernatives to th~ 

:9 DEIS and then public partic:_pat:on 

20 opportunities and then we 1 L:_ open it up to our 

21 publ:c comment. 

22 Let me start with the Notice o: 

23 Intent. It was originally issued in March of 

24 2001, and the scope of that EIS was to include 

25 decontamination of some of the VNDP facilities 
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nnd waste management actions. So 

parenc:.hesis •,.;hat you got the:ce is removal and 

offsite disposal of waste. 

Now, slnce then, DOE modified that 

the scope of that EIS as a res·.~: t of public 

comments we got during that Notice of Intent 

period and we removed decontamination actions. 

Those actions will be addressed in another 

10 ETS, our decommissioning EIS. So the rev1sed 

scope of the EIS before us tonight is l1mited 

12 to onsite waste management and offsite 

13 transportation of waste. There's a picture 

14 behind John that will help frame what we 1 re 

15 talking about. The lettering that's in 

16 yellow, those are the waste volu~es and the 

17 waste that we're ta::.Y..ing about that 1 s 

18 currently in storage. That's wha= this EIS 1s 

19 dealing with. 

20 There a:::e three alternatives t:1at we 

21 ex~m1ned in this EIS. The No Action required 

22 by the National Environmental Policy Act, 

23 which is essentially a continuation of the 

24 ongoing activities, and I'm going to describe 

25 these in a little more detail when we get a 
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second, but there's a No Act1on Alternative. 

There's an Alternative A, 1.1hich includes 

offsite shipment of :::he waste for disposal and 

an ongoing management of the Waste Storage 

Tanks. 

Alternative B is similar to 

Alternative A. It's offsite shipment of the 

waste for disposal in this case or storage a: 

1D other sites. The othe:t dif:erence is that 

11 this includes interi~ stabilization of the 

12 High Level Naste Storage Tanks with 

13 retr:_evable low-strength grout:. 

14 So those are the three alternatives 

1S that were examined. In analys~s. this 10 a 

16 study. It's an analysis focused on the humar. 

17 health impacts o:< and near the site and 

18 impacr.:s resul:ing from :he tl.-ai:spo.ctat.:..on of 

19 the Ylaste. we•re goir.g to talk a litt}e b1:-

?0 more about the alternatives. 

21 The No Action Alternat~ve I JUSt 

22 mentioned 1s continuing the waste management 

2::; activities, basically doing tte work that 

24 we're already doing. Okay. It does include 

25 some shipment of waste, but sma:l quantity cf 
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wastes and that wo'.Jld be the extent of the 

shippi:r.g. We ·...rould use the fu~ 1 capaci ~y of 

the storage facilities available to us. We 

would continue to process the waste that 1s in 

the Chem1cal Process 'I<Jaste Stcrage Area. 

It's one of the storage tanks. And as I 

mentioned, we would continue storage of the 

waste, except for the small quantity of Class 

10 A l..ow-Level Waste that would be shipped 

11 offsite, and then we would manage the 

12 High-Level Waste Tanks as 'He' re managing them 

13 today. Basically, ventilati:1g the 'Naste 

14 Storage Tanks to manage the rr.oistJ.re levels. 

15 So that's continuation of what we're doing 

16 today. 

17 Alternative A, also known as out-

18 Preferred Alternative, and that's a term of 

19 ours that 1 s used in NEPA documents. At the 

20 p::·esent time tha'C' s the Department of Energy's 

21 Preferred Alternative. Again, this J.S an 

22 Analysis Document. A decision ultimately will 

23 be made based on some of the recommendatior.s 

24 from this document, but this document ltself 

2S is not a decision. So that's just a 
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designation fo~ that partic~la~ alternative. 

This is offsite shipment of waste 

for disposal and, again, ongo:i.ng management of 

High-Level Waste Tanks. So nothing different 

here in terms of managing the tanks, but in 

terms of the waste in this particular 

alternative, all the waste is disposed of 

offsite. It 1 s not limited by the Class A 

10 waste that I just menticned in the other 

11 alternatives. 

12 Reading the bullets, the Low-Level 

13 and the mixed Low-Level Waste will be shipped 

:4 to DOE and/or commercial disposal sites for 

15 disposal. The TRU Waste, which is another 

16 waste class, would be shipped to the Waste 

17 Isolation Pilot Project, WIPP, for disposal. 

18 The High Level Waste v1ould be shipped to a 

19 geologic repository, also for disposal when it 

20 was available. 

21 And I JUst mentioned earlier, the 

22 Waste Storage Tanks we're golng to continue to 

23 manage those as they are managed today. So 

24 this alternative ships all the waste that's in 

25 yellow lettering on that site ar.d the voh.:.rr.es 
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you can read them for you:::-selves, fairly 

large, 700,000 cubic feet of Low-Level i'1aste. 

There's five or six of those large storage 

facilities and just for perspective, they are 

the s1ze of a football field plus end zones, 

so a substantial amount of wasse. Okay. Tnat 

was Alternative A. 

Altet·native B is offsite shipment of 

l:..l waste for disposal or storage and ongo1ng 

11 management of the Hlgh-Level Waste ':'anks. 

l2 There are some differences with t~is 

13 alternative from Alternative A. In this case, 

14 the Low-r~evel and the mixed Lo·w-Level 'i.1aste 

15 the analysis here is exactly the analysis as 

16 it was a minute ago, that is disposed of 

17 offsite at DOE and/or com~erclal disposal 

18 locations. 

19 The TRU waste, this waste categot-y 

"0 would either be shipped to Hanford, Idaho, 

21 Oakridge, Savannah Rive~ or WIPP. These are 

22 all DOE locations, all DOE sites, for interim 

23 storage until WIPP was available to receive 

24 that waste. That's the difference between 

25 this Alternative a;~d Alternative A. 
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Also, the High Level Waste can~sters 

would be shipped to either Hanford or savannah 

River, again, other ~OE sites, for ~nterim 

storage prior to disposal in a geologic 

repository. 

I' 11 mention something: here that I 

think is important. This analysis looks at 

Environmental Impacts associated with these 

10 actions. If .:.t recognizes tl:at there are 

11 other permits, there may De licenses, ~here 

12 may be other !'-!EPA revievJs that are required 

13 for some of tt'.ese actior.s to come true. So 

14 just because it • s analyzed here, doesn't 

15 the waste is going there. 

16 Again, the decision needs to be made 

~ 7 as to which Alternative the department will 

:a select and then once that dec1sion 1s made, 

:9 there are other hoops to go through includ1ng 

20 scme of the things I just mentioned. Licenses 

21 need to be changed. Per~its need to be 

22 changed. That sort of thing. That's an 

23 important point that is not on the vievJgraph, 

24 but in the document that's acknowledged. 

25 The last bullet here is the t\laste 

EDITH E. FORBES (565) 343-8612 

Document #0022: Comments 
New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority (public meeting transcript) 

12 

Storage Tar.ks, the High Level Waste Storage 

Tanks, which are now basically empty because 

vitrlfication is complete, would be part:ally 

filled with a retrievable, controlled 

low-strength grout for interim stabilizat1on. 

Again, not our preferred 

alternative, but reasonable alternatives and 

that's what NEPA 1S all about. Analyze 

10 reasonable alterna~ives to provide the 

11 decision make:::·s with the tools :.a make an 

12 infor~ed decision. Tb.at 1 s the purpose of this 

13 study. 

14 In terms of impacts OY conclusio::1.s, 

15 punch line if you'd like, there really is no 

16 discernible difference in the human health 

17 impacts among the alternatives. Very, very 

18 small doses anci if you look at t:r.e analysis 

19 and if you th;..nk about it, that really 

20 shouldn't be a surprise. We're talking about 

21 in most cases Low-:Uevel \tJaste and other cases 

22 where you 1 re shipping waste that isn't sort of 

23 low-level or low activity, it's shielded. So 

24 that didn't come to me as a surprise but to 

25 make a point that when you look at the 
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analysis, very small doses and that 1 s 

basically the point I wanted to make on that. 

Now, opportunities for public 

participation. This comment per1od is 

init~ally open until June 30th, but you heard 

John say to the extent that we can, we will 

continue to receive co"Ttments after that date. 

If folks have comments they want. to make, i:. 

10 just makes it more e:fic::.er.t if we can stay 

11 •JJithin :he tirr:e frames that we •ve 1der:tif.:.ed. 

"2 It's a 45-day comment period and the DOE's 

:.3 going to consider all the comments received 

14 and respond to the comments ir. the Final EIS. 

15 The way to receive the comments o~ 

16 the way you can send the comments to me is 

17 either by mail, and there's the ma:ling 

1B address, b~{ fax 716-942-<il99, by e·mail 

19 sonja. allen@w-.rnsco. com. I think these a:::-e aL:. 

20 .:_n the handouts, also. We also have an BOO 

21 telephone numbe~ that you can call and make 

22 oral comment that way, 800-633-5280, and of 

23 course, the other opportunity is right now, 

24 this afternoon. 

25 MR. CHAMBERLAIN, Just before we 
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open up for comrr.ents, I wculd like to say we 

w~ll take any questions, clarifying questions 

anyone may have on the st1..1dy or on the 

presentation. We have a couple minutes that 

anyone may wish to ask now or Dan or anyone 

else? 

Okay, At this time, we'll begin the 

public comment session. Speakers will be 

10 called in the order they have signed up. 

11 VJOuld ask that these speakers keep their 

12 comments concise and focused on issues 

13 relevant to the Draft Environmental Impact 

14 Statement under considel."ation. I would alsc 

15 ask that, if possible, the speakers try to 

16 contain their comments within about five 

17 minutes. To assist the t:r-anscript.:onist, 

18 speakers are asked, again, to speak clearly 

:9 and are encouraged to submit written copies of 

20 their comments if they have them available . 

21 At this time I would like to call 

22 our first commentor, Paul Piciulo. 

23 MR. PICIULO: Good afternoon. My 

24 name is Paul Piciulo and 1 am the Director of 

25 the r..vest Valley Site Management Program fo:::., 

EDcTH E. FORBES (585) 3'3-8612 

~ 
B.. 
~ 

~ 
"o 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ :s 
~ 
~ 
(':> 
:s ...... 

t:2 
VJ 



tTl 
I 

00 
~ 

Document #0022: Comments 22.1 - 22.2 
New York State Energy Research and Development 
Authority (public meeting transcript) 

15 

the New York State Energy Research and 

Development Autho~ity, most commonly referred 

to as NYSERDA. I am here to provide oial 

comments on the Waste Manageme!lt Environmental 

Impact Statement on behalf of NYSERDA. 

NYSERDA also will be submitting written 

comments to the Department of Energy prior to 

closure of the formal comment period. 

10 our issue of most concern regarding 

11 the Waste Ma':lagerr.ent EIS is inclusion cf t:1e 

12 analysis to add grout to the High-Level Waste 

13 Tanks SD-1 and 80-2 and the annulus that 

14 surrounds each tank. NYSERDA believes that 

15 this activity and alternat1ves fo~ grouting 

16 the tanks should not have been included in 

17 this Waste tt:anagement EIS. Long-term 
]" 

18 :nanagement options for the High-Level Waste 

19 Tanks are more appropriately analyzed in the 

20 Env~ronmental Impact Statement to Evaluate 

2c Decommissioning and/or Long-':'erm S-:.ewa~dsh~p 

22 at the West Valley Demonstratio~ Project and 

23 Western New York Nuclear Service Center. 

24 The reasons for this are threefold. 

25 First, the March 26, 2001, scoping for this ~n.~ 
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Waste Management EIS did not incl1,..:de grouting 

of the High-Leve:. V~aste ':'anks. Second, tje 

analysis of grouting the High-Level Waste 

Tanks in the Waste Management EIS is 

inconsistent with policy announced by the U.S. 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission stating that the 

impacts of making a \~aste Incidental to 

Reprocessing Determination, which is a 

:o prerequisite fo:- grouting tanks, should be 

analyzed in the Decommissioning EIS. Lastly, 

12 the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

13 Regulations preclude treatment by grout 

H stabilization until NRC has rendered its final 

15 decision on whether the Decommissioning EIS 

16 preferred alternative meets the criteria in 

17 the Comrr.ission' s Policy Statement. 

18 I will now p~ovide a more deta~led 

19 explana~ion of these three concer~s. The 

20 proposed scope for the Waste t4anagement ~IS, 

21 as published ln the Federal Register on Ma~ch 

22 26, 2001, did not include grouting of the 

23 tanks. The scope indicated that the Waste 

24 Management EIS ~vould include such activities 

25 as removal of loose contamlnation; removal of 
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hardware and equipment; nonsl:ructural 

decontamination of walls, ce1lings, and 

floors; and flushing a.nd/or removal of vessels 

and piping. Grouting of the tanks was not 

included in the description of the proposed 

action or the preliminary alternatives to be 

evaluated. Thus, ~t appears that the 

evaluation of grouting the tanks is beyond the 

10 scope of this ~~aste Management EIS. The 

11 Federal Registe~ Notice indicated that the 

12 remaining facilities for whic!L the DOE is 

13 responsible, along with all f1nal 

14 decommissioning and/or long-term stewardship 

15 actions to be taken by the DOE and NYSERDA, 

16 will be evaluated in the Decommissionir.g EIS. 

17 Additionally, the residual waste in 

:s the High-Level Was-:e Tanks remains High Level 

C9 ~'1aste, at least until a determination is made 

20 that such waste is incidental to reprocessing, 

21 in accordance with the requ1rements 

22 established by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 

23 Commission and the NRC Decommissioning 

24 Criteria for the West Valley Demo~stration 

25 Project at the West Valley Site; Final Pol~cy 
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Statement was issued on February 2002. The 

Fina: Policy Statement makes i~ clear that the 

NRC 1ntends to use the Decommissioning EIS to 

render a decision on the acceptability of the 

DOE's Waste Incidental to Reprocessing 

determinations. 

NRC states that the resu:ting 

calculated dose from the ~ncidental waste is 

10 to be integrated with all ot~er calculated 

11 doses from the remaining material of che 

12 entire NRC-licensed site to ensure that the 

13 License Termination Rule criteria are met. 

14 This is appropriate because che Commission 

15 does not intend to establish separate dose 

16 standards for various sect ions of the 

17 NRC-:icensed site. 

18 It is the Commission's expectation 

19 that lt will apply Uus criter1a at the '1'-nlDP 

20 site following the completicn o:: DOE's site 

21 activities. In th1s regard, the impacts of 

22 identifying \\.'aste as incidental to 

23 reprocessing and not High Level Waste should 

24 be considerecl in DOE • s environmental reviews. 

25 NRC more clearly defines its 
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expectations in a June 17th, letter f:::-om 

Chairman Richard Meserve to me. 

The Decor.1missiong EIS w~ll address 

DOE Waste' Incidental to Reprocessing 

determinat~ons. NRC will review and comment 

on DOE Waste Incidental to Reprocessing 

determinations as a Cooperating Agency. NRC 

will also render its f~nal decision on DOE's 

10 Waste Incidental to Reprocesslng determinatio:1 

11 in NRC's decision on whether the preferred 

12 alternative meets the criteria in the 

13 Commission's Policy Statement. 

1.; Thus, until the Decommissioning EIS 

15 completed and NRC has made its determination 

16 regarding the tank residuals, such materials 

17 must continue to be managed as High Level 

18 \'laste and any decis~on to grout the tanks 

19 based on the Waste l"'anagement EIS would be 

2~ premature. 

21 Finally, the residual waste in the 

22 High-Level Waste Tan~s is both High Level 

23 Waste and Resource Conservation and Recover}' 

24 Act, referred to as RCRA, characteristic 

25 waste. It is NY SERDA's understanding that, at 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1S 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

this tiwe, the only form of treatment 

acceptable for such waste lS vitri:lcation. 

As long as the tank residual waste is :-:llgh 

Level Waste, in other words 'Jntil NRC has 

rendered its final decision on the DOE's Waste 

Incidental to Reprocesslng determination ir: 

its decision on whether the preferred 

alcernative and the Decommissioni~g EIS meets 

the criteria ir. the Ccmmiss:.o:l'S Po::.icy 

Stateme:lt, current RCRA requirements preclude 

treatment by gro·Llt stabiliza-:.ion. Thus, under 

RCRA regulations, a determination must be made 

with respect to Waste Incidental to 

Reprocessing before a decision to grout the 

tanks can be made. 

NYSERDA requests t~at DOE reconsider 

its inclusion of High Level Waste Tank 

grout ir.g in the Waste Manage:nent EIS. As I 

ment:_oned earlier, NYSERDA vJill provide more 

detailed written comments prior to the closure 

of the formal public comment period. 

Thank you for this opportunity to 

share our concerns. 

MR. CHAJ'.fBERLAI:-.J: Thank you, 
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Paul. believe tha:' s our :.ast commentor. 

Is there anyone else here who would like to 

comment on the record? Okay. At this t~me we 

will stop this meeting and I just remind 

everyone that's here that we have another 

session that people may atte~d this evening 

from 7:00 to 9:00. If you know anybody who 

would like to make a comment or take part, 

10 please encourage them to ':'hank you. 

11 0'1hereupon the proceedings were 

12 concluded.) 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
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C E R T I F I C A T E 

I, Doreen M. Sharick, do hereby certify that I 

have reported in stenotype shorthand the proceedings 

in the Public comment session for the Draft Nest 

Valley Demonstration Project Naste Management 

Environmental Impact S':atement, held at the Ashford 

10 Off1ce Complex, 9030 Route 219, Asl-'.ford, New York, 

11 on Wednesday, ~rune 11, 2003; 

12 And that such t1:a!1script, numbe::-ed pages one 

13 through twenty-one, is an accurate and correct 

14 record of my stenotype notes. 

lS 

16 

17 

. !1~tuJ!k)6:L1.&tc0£"'-' ~~ 18 

19 Doreen M. SharicY:., Notary Public 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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22.1. The Draft WVDP Waste Management EIS analyzed the use 
of retrievable, low-strength grouting for the interim 
stabilization of the HL W tanks should that become necessary 
before decisionmaking about the site is completed. As stated 
in the Draft EIS, this grout would be sufficiently flexible to 
provide shielding and would not prohibit exhumation of the 
tanks should DOE decide to remove the tanks in the future. 
However, DOE decided to remove the option under 
Altemative B to place retrievable grout in the HL W tanks as 
an interim stabilization measure. DOE has eliminated the 
discussion and analysis of the use of retrievable grout in the 
Final EIS. 

22.2. 

22.3. 

22.4. 

22.5. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 
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MR. CHAMBERLAIN' Good evening. 

I'm John Charr.berlain on behalf of the 

Department of Energy, I welcome each of yo·J. 

to this meeting. As you know, there have been 

two comment sessions scheduled today here at 

the Ashford Office Complex on Route 219 as 

part of the 45-day public review period for 

r.he Draft west valley Demonstration Project 

10 ~'laste Management Environmen-::.al Impact 

11 Statement. For the record, this eve:>ing' s 

12 session is scheduled at 7:00 o'clock to 9:00 

13 p.m. on June 11, 2003. 

14 These sessions are being held to 

15 provide indi victuals the opportun1 ty to submit 

16 oral and written comments on the draft E!S. 

17 Comments ca:1 be :iled ir. writing by ~ail, by 

18 fax or e~ectronically through the internet. 

19 In addition, there's a toll-free number 

20 available through which individuals may submit 

21 oral comments by telephone. Information 

22 including dii:ections on filing comments is 

23 available on the table to my right. All 

24 comments, whether written or oral, wi~l 

25 receive the same consideration and review and 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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will be respo:1de<i to in the Final 

Environmental Impact Staterr.ent. 

The development of this DEIS 

officially began with DOE publishing a Notice 

of Intent on March 26, 2001. The scope of 

this DEIS departs from that which was 

oYiginally announced in the Notice of Intent 

in that it ~s lJ.mited to onsite waste 

10 management and offsite waste transportation 

11 activ.:.ties and does not include 

12 decontamination activities. This DEIS was 

13 made publicly available on May 16, 2003, for 

14 review and comment. The 45-day public review 

:s period will officially end on June 30, 2003, 

16 and DOE will consider comments received after 

17 this date to the extent pracL .. cal. 

18 Commentors for today's sessions have 

19 been registered in the order that t:heir 

20 requests have been received. All indiv~duals 

21 that have signed up at the door will be 

22 allowed to speak in the: order they have signed 

23 in as long as time is available. If you wish 

24 to present a comment and have not signed up, I 

25 encourage yot:. to do so nov1. 

ESITH E. FORBES (585) 343-86:2 
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Finally, ! want to thank all of you 

here for taking the time ~o attend this 

meeting, providing comments and thank you for 

your interest and involvement 

At this time I would like to 

introduce Dan Sullivan, the Department of 

Energy's National Environmental Policy Act 

Comp:..iance Officer at the West Valley 

10 Demonstrat~on Project. Dan. 

:1 l'-1R. SULLIVAN: Thank you, John. 

~2 Welcome everybody. I'm Dan Sullivan with the 

t'r1 
I 

13 Department of Energy as John just mentioned 

\0 ...... 14 and v1hat I'm going to do tonight is I' 11 

15 present a little discussion on the Notice of 

16 Intent, the revised scope of t~is document, a~ 

17 overv:.ew of the Draft EIS and discuss ways for 

18 yot.: to provide comments for publ~c 

19 participation and then there will be a comme~t 

20 session that John mentioned. 

21 Okay. The Notice of Intent, 

22 basically said that DOE was go~ng to prepare 

23 an E:S, was issued in March of 2001, and the 

24 scope of this EIS, fancy word for study, 

25 to include decontarnnation of some of the 

EDITH E. FORBES (5851 343-8612 
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proJeCt facilitleS along with waste IT'.anagement 

actions. So the removal and offsite disposal 

of waste. Those are the waste ~anagement 

actions we are looking at. 

Now, DOE modified the scope as a 

result of public comments and removed 

decontamination actions to be evaluated in the 

decommissioning EIS. So the scope of the 

10 document that we're talking about tonight, 

11 it's limited to the onsite management and 

12 offsite transportation of the waste, and the 

13 waste that we're talking about ·- this 

14 picture's helpful. These areas in yellow. 

15 There's basically five facillties that have 

16 Low-Level Waste in them ar.d they're 

17 approximately the size of -- to put it in 

18 perspective, of a :ootball field. So they're 

19 fairly sizable ar.d the qua:1tities of waste are 

20 about 700,000 cubic feet of Low-Level Waste. 

21 So a fair amount of \.,raste is in storage. This 

22 is what we're talking about, along with the 

23 High Level Waste tanks, how to manage those 

24 and those tanks are empty, but this EIS 

25 evalua~es a way to manage tl':.em. 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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So what are the three alternatives? 

The No Action Alternative, which is a 

continuation in a sense of what we're 

cux:rently dealing with and I'm going to talk 

to you a little more about these in a future 

viewgraph. There's a No Action Alternative, 

which is Alternative A, which evaleates 

offsite shipment of waste for disposal and 

10 then ongoing management of tte High Level 

11 'N'aste into the waste storage tanks. 

12 Alternative B is similar to 

13 Alternative A, but the waste doesn't go to 

14 directly to the disposal location. It goes 

15 for storage at another DOE site first, then to 

16 disposal. That's the distinctio:l and the High 

17 Level Waste sto~age tanks are stab~lized using 

18 retrievable low-strength grout. Those are the 

19 three alternatives. 

20 The focus of the analysis is on 

21 human health impacts on and near the site and 

22 impacts resulting from the transportation of 

23 the \Yaste. 

24 I'm going to r.alk a little b~t 1.1ore 

25 about the alternatives now. The No-Action 

EDITH E. FORBES (5'85) 343-8612 
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Alter~ative, and this is an alternative tha~·s 

required by NEPA. It's required by the 

National Environmental Policy Act to be 

analyzed, continuing with waste management 

activities described ~n previous NEPA 

documents. What that means is, they are 

currently shipping so':Tle Low-Level li'laste, small 

quant:..ties of Class A Low-Level Waste. So 

10 this part1cular alternative, we cont1nue to do 

11 that and the ar,alysls would look at that along 

:2 with using these storage facilities to their 

13 full capacity, to evaluate process1ng the 

14 waste that's currently in the chemical process 

15 cell waste storage area. That's an activity 

16 ongoing now to process that waste. Continue 

17 onsite storage of all the waste, as I said, 

18 except for the load that's being shipped. 

19 That's the Class A waste. 

2C And again, I'll mention in terms of 

21 shipping waste, this is done every day, 

22 shipping the radioactive waste throughout the 

23 country. It's not only Vlest Valley. Ne t:ave 

24 been doing that. This alternative will look 

25 at continuing doing that along with cont1nuing 

EDI~H E. FORBES :585) 343-8612 
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to manage the moisture levels in the High 

Level Waste tanks through the systems that '""e 

already have in place. So that's analysis for 

this alternative, the No-Action Alternative. 

Again, the NEPA document just 

analyzes the alternatives. We don't make a 

decision in its writing. There is not a 

decision in this document. It's a tool the 

10 decision makers will use so they understand 

11 what the impacts are and they'll use this in 

12 their decision making. It's not me that's 

13 going to make the decision. I'm providing the 

14 basis and the tools used to make those 

15 decisions. 

16 The next alternative analyzed is 

17 Alternative A, 1n this case it's a Preferred 

18 Alternative. That 1 s DOE 1 s Preferred 

19 Alternative at the moment. This includes 

20 analysis for offsite sh1pment of waste for 

21 disposal and ongoing management of the waste 

22 storage tanks. This is not just the Class A 

23 waste. This :s all the waste for all these 

24 faci::.ities, the analysis for disposal of 

25 cffs~te the Low-Level and mixed Low-Level 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343·8612 
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Waste shipped DOE and/or commercial disposal 

sites for d=..sposal. The TRU waste, anotl:er 

category of waste, would be shipped to WIPP, 

the Waste Isolation Pilot Project, for 

disposal and High Level Waste would be shipped 

to a repository when it 1 s available. The 

tanks would be managed, again, as I mentioned 

earl:..er, through the system that currently 

10 exists. So th1s al :ernati ve is looking at 

11 shipp1ng all this waste offsite. 

:2 This is the time to men~ion this. 

!3 It isn't as a bullet on the viewgraph, but 

14 it's mentioned in the NEPA document itself. 

15 The analysis recognizes that the ability to 

16 take these k1nd of acticns may requ1re 

17 additional permits or l1cense modifications 

18 rr,aybe additional NEPA analysis at some of 

19 these disposal locations and/or storage 

20 locations. And that's really tYUe for this 

21 particular alternative. This is just one step 

22 in the process. Let me go through this and i~ 

23 will make sense in a second. 

24 Alternative B is offs~te shipment of 

25 waste for disposal OY storage and ongoing 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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11 

~a~agement of the tanks using the grout. So 

in this case, it's the same wastes that we're 

talking about that's in storage, the same 

large volume. In some cases it's going to be 

shipped right for disposal. Low-Level and 

Mixed Low-Level will be shipped to DOE 

commercial sites for disposal. In the case of 

TRU waste, one of the options cons~dered is 

10 shipping it to other DOE sites first for 

11 storage, then for disposal: Hanford, Idaho, 

12 Oakridge, Savannah River or even WIPP for 

13 interim storage until disposal could be made 

14 at WIPP. And again, this is where this 

15 concept of there may be additional licenses or 

16 additional permits or maybe other steps to 90 

17 through before this action actually takes 

18 place. From the sta;,dpoint of env1 rcnme-ntal 

19 analysis, just 1r.ade t:tat statement. '"'e 

20 didn't do the analysis here. 

2: High-level waste would be, in ~his 

22 case, analyzed and shipped to either Hanford 

23 or Savannah River for interim slorage prior to 

24 disposal and repository. The tanks would be 

25 partially filled w1th a retrievable 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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low-strength grout for interim stabilization. 

That's Alternative B. It's not o·..1r Preferl-ed 

Alternative, but again, NEPA asks that you 

analyze alternatives that appear reasonable, 

so that was the make-up of this particular 

alternative, reasonable actions. 

So in terms of a conclusion, 

impacts. There really is no discernible 

10 dtff:erence in human health irr.pac:::s among the 

11 alternat1.ves. The impacts are very, very 

12 small and when you take a look at the 

13 document, you see the analys~s that was done 

14 and the table that reports those impacts, 

15 they're rea~ly small and as I mentioned at the 

1o other session, if you think about it, that's 

!7 really not surpr1.sing because you're analyz2.ng 

18 the shipment cf Low-Level Waste. Tt:at 's 

19 potentially low doses. And if there's 

20 anything that has a high dose, it's sh~elded. 

21 So it makes sense that those impacts would be 

22 small. And that's exactly the conclusion that 

23 we came to in the NEPA doccment. All these 

24 rlsks that I've lis:::ed he~e. tf:ey are very, 

25 very minute. Wher. yoc take a look at the 

EDITH E. FOR9ES (585) 343-8612 

lL 

"lJ :;:· 
!:?.. 
~ 
ti 
"i:l 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ 
:::0: 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
V'i 



tTl 
I 

\0 
V1 

Document #0023: Comments 
Kathy McGoldrick (public meeting transcript) 

1: 

document and indeed, you probably have, you' 11 

come to the same conclusion. That's basically 

the punch line. All the analysis showed was 

that the risks were very small. 

Okay. The opportunit~es for public 

participation, the offic:1al com:nent period 

closes at the end of the month, June 30th. 

don't know lf John mentioned this at this 

10 sesslon, but I know he said it earlier, to the 

11 extent we can, we'll consider all the comments 

12 that we get even if they come a:ter that date, 

13 but there comes a point where we're going to 

14 get on with the process. 

15 If you've got a comment, the best 

16 thing to try to do is to get :.t to t.:.s before 

17 June 30th. We're going to consider all the 

:s comme:1ts we receive and we'll respond to them 

:9 i:1 the fina: EIS. 

20 Okay. So how do you provide them? 

21 Tonight is one of the opportunities. You can 

22 mail them to me. You can fax the~. There's 

23 an E-mail address and we even got an 800 

2.; telephor,e number wluch you can call to provide 

25 your comments that way. So if you really want 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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feedback, there's several ways to do that and 

my presentation, obviously, has t'r'.is 

lnformation in it. I think there is facts 

sheets up here that provide the same 

mechanisms by which you might want to 

communicate. So ':.hat's the way to provide 

comments. Now, I'm done with ·viewgraphs. 

Now, is the tlme to go to the comment period. 

10 MR. CHAMBERLAIK: Thanks, Dar.. 

11 MR. SULLIVAN' Okay. 

12 MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Just before 

13 provlde an opportunity for people to make 

14 the1_r oral comments, does anyone have any 

15 quick clarifying questlons? Anything you 

16 heard that you would like a little more 

17 info~mation on regarding th1s study or 

18 comments or anythir:g regarding it? 

19 MS. McGOLDRICK: Just one 

20 question. I wasn't really listening very 

21 carefully when you first started and so I 

22 apologize if I misund~rstood you. But did you 

~3 say that you split this EIS d·..1e to publlc 

24 comments on the draft EIS or dld I 

25 misunderstand you? 

EDITH E. FOR3ES (585) 343-8612 
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MR. SULLIVAN: No, no, no. 

didn't. We revised the scope of this 

part J.cular document. Initially, the document, 

it was the Decontamination and Waste 

Management EIS and \ve removed the 

decontamination pJ.ece from this document. And 

said it was more appropriate to put that p1ece 

i:-1 the decommissioning ~IS, so that's what we 

~c did. This EIS is only going to look at waste 

11 management actions. That's what I meant. The 

12 comments came on the scope of this particular 

13 document. 

14 HR. CHAMBERLAIN: At this time 

15 we'll begin the public comment period. 

16 Speakers will be called in the order they 

17 s::_gned up. would ask each speaker to keep 

18 their comments concise and focused on the 

19 issues relative to the Draft Environmental 

20 Impact Statement that's under cons~deration. 

21 I don't think I have to say we need to keep it 

22 somewhere near five m1nutes. Vie have two 

23 commentors so I think we have sufficient time 

24 for your comments. To assist the 

25 transcriptionist, please make s'..lre you speak 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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:.E 

carefL:.lly and we encourage you to submit 

copies of your comments in writing if they are 

available. At this time I'd l1ke to call 

Kathy McGoldrick first. 

MS. McGOLDRICK; My is Kathy 

McGoldrick and I 1m from t:1e Town of 

Ellicottville. I also belong to the West 

Valley Coalitlon on ~uclear i~aste. I want tc 

1C begin by saying that I would suggest that t:1:i s 

11 DEIS :Oeing commented on is not a valid 

12 document. The splitting of the 1996 DEIS into 

13 two separate EIS's may not be a legitimate 2.tl 

14 NEPA action. This split also violates the 

15 1987 Stipulation of CompromJ.se Settlement 

16 between the UnJ.ted S~ates Department of Energy 

17 and the United States of America and the 

18 Coal~ticn on West Valley Nuclear Waste. 

19 Both Alternatives A and B, second 

20 comment, rely on shipment of classes B and C 

21 Low-Level Waste offsite without completion of 
2.U 

n the entire EIS process, a clear violation of 

23 the 1987 cor.tract signed Nith the Coalition 

24 and of NEPA. 

25 Three, the 45-day comment period is :=J 21.1 
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17 

a v:olat1.on under the tetms cf the St1pulat1on J 
of CompromJ.se. In that St 1pulat1on, a s1.x ~11 

month comment perlod was agreed upon. 

The following are comments ~egarding 

the alternatives be1ng presented in the 2003 

Waste Management DEIS: 

Shipment offsite for interim 

managemer.t in Alternative B would increase 

10 transportation risks because each shipment 
1J4 

11 \·JOuld have to be made twice. Interim storage, 

12 as we have suggested many times in the past, 

13 would avoid this problem. 

14 In corr.ments on the 1996 DEIS, it v.•as 

15 suggested that there be an alternative wh~C~1 

16 would store packaged waste onsite for a 

17 limited amount of time, say 25 years. This 

18 would be true interim storage with the real 

19 intent of eventual ship~ent. We need to be 
2l.::' 

20 cognizant also of the time lag that may entail 

21 due to the reticence of other political and 

22 geographic entities to accept this waste, or 

2.J even to allow it to be :ransported through 

24 these entities due to tte ser~ous threat of 

25 terrorism. Our inter~m storage alternative 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 
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2.8 

should take this factor into account. 

However, when waste can leave VJest 

Valley, it must. For many reasons, West 

Valley is not a suitable site for permanent 

di.sposal of radioactive waste. 

} 
For obvious reasons, management of 

the H1.gh Level Waste tanks under Alternative A 

must r:ot J.nclude chang1.ng the groundv1ater 21.6 

10 patterns or pressures around ::he ::anks withou:. 

:1 first closely studying the effects of such. 

l2 And last, the grouting of the High 

13 Level Waste storage tanks and their 

14 surrounding vaults in Alternative B would 
237 

15 violate NEPA because it could lir.lit closure 

16 alternatives yet to be considel.-ed in the 

17 Clos1..1re EIS now being w~:.tt.en. Thank you. 

18 MR. CHAMBERLAIN, Thank you, 

19 Kathy. The next commentor 1s Jim Pickering. 

20 Mr. Pickering. 

21 MR. PICKERING, Hy name is Jit:J 

22 Pickering, Ph.D. I live in Lake Hiram Club, 

21 Arcade, Ne\-.r York, Post Office Box 51 and I 

24 would like a copy of the transcript of these 

25 proceedings. 
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23.1. The scope ofthe EIS that DOE began in 1988, with a draft in 
1996, is now addressed in two EISs: the WVDP Waste 
Management EIS and the Decommissioning and/or Long
Term Stewardship EIS. Waste management activities, 
including offsite shipment for disposal, have utility 
independent from actions that might be taken to 
decommission WVDP and the requirements for long-term 
stewardship. In addition, the waste management activities 
described in the WVDP Waste Management EIS will not 
affect the range of alternatives available for 
decommissioning or long-term stewardship. Therefore, 
DOE does not believe that its NEPA strategy represents 
impermissible segmentation of the action. 

The Stipulation of Compromise (included in Appendix A of 
this EIS) requires the preparation of an EIS to address the 
disposal of LL W on the WVDP site, and does not preclude 
the preparation of more than one EIS. DOE believes that it 
has complied and continues to comply with the Stipulation. 

23.2. The Stipulation specifically allows DOE to prepare separate 
EISs for the offsite disposal ofLLW (see Stipulation Section 
3). DOE would not ship any waste until the Final EIS and a 
Record of Decision are issued, completing the NEP A 
process for this proposed action. 

23.3. The 6-month comment period in the Stipulation applies to an 
EIS prepared for the decommissioning of the site and is not 
applicable to the Draft WVDP Waste Management EIS 
prepared for the offsite transportation 
and disposal (or storage) ofLLW, mixed LLW, TRU waste, 
and HLW. DOE has committed to a 6-month comment 
period for the Decommissioning and/or Long-Term 
Stewardship Draft EIS. 

23.4. DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. Under DOE's 
preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W 
would continue to be stored at the WVDP site until such 
time as disposal offsite could be arranged. 

23.5. Under DOE's preferred alternative (Alternative A), TRU 
waste and HL W would continue to be stored at the WVDP 
site until such time as disposal offsite could be arranged. In 
the context of this EIS, DOE does not intend to dispose of 
radioactive or hazardous waste at the WVDP site. 

23 .6. Neither the active ventilation of the HL W tanks and the 
annulus surrounding the tanks under the No Action 
Alternative and Alternative A nor the use of retrievable grout 
for interim stabilization of the tanks under Alternative B as 
analyzed in the Draft EIS would change the groundwater 
patterns or pressures around the tanks. DOE decided to 
remove the option under Alternative B to place retrievable 
grout in the HL W tanks as an interim stabilization measure. 
DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 

23.7. DOE has eliminated the discussion and analysis of the use of 
retrievable grout in the Final EIS. 
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In previous presentations I have 

brought forth the fact that this procedure in 

particularity violates Public Law 96-368, 

which is the West Valley Demonstration Project 

Act, That Act provides for a Enviror.mental 

Impact Statement. Not two, not tt.ree, not 

ame:tded. One Env~ronmental Impact Statement 

and while I may agree that privately that this 

10 would be the right ltJay to go, what should t:ave 

11 happened is those people who are in charge of 
2-U 

12 this situation should have gene back to 

13 Congress and said, we think that this will 

14 work out better if you amend that Act a~d 

15 permit us to split '..lP the Env~ronmental Impact 

16 S~atement. That has not been done and when 

17 you take away frorr. Congress a power that is 

18 expressly given to them by the Constitution of 

19 the United States, you are seizing power that 

20 is not yours. That is tantamount to treason. 

21 Treason is defined in that in that 

22 Constitution as making war on the United 

23 States. 

24 Now, we car.not ~ave our servants and 

25 employees conducting themselves in that kind 

EDITH E. FORBES (5B5) 343-8612 
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of an environment. You have to come forth and] 

ask permiss1on to do what you 1 re golng to do, 
24 1 

and you haven 1 t done lt. And that's the sum 

and substance of what's golng on. I have 

reviewed everything that Dr. Piciulo has said. 

I ag:::-ee with everyth1ng that he has said. 

listened to Kathy's presen~ation and I agree 

with everything that she has sald. 

10 Dan, you said that high-level tanks 

::..1 are empty. The last meeting I was at, they 

12 said you said -- you said you didn't get it 

13 all out. You couldn 1 t get it all out. You 

14 were slurrying and slurry1ng and slurrying and 24.2 

15 you couldn't get it all out. But to come 

16 forth here and say they're empty, they're not 

17 empty if you haven't got it all out. It's 

18 that Sl.mple. 

19 When you come to -- to us and say 

20 this is the way it is, please come and tell 

21 the truth. We deserve that. You people are 

22 -- are our employees. You are not our 

23 masters. You are our employees. We pay for 

24 your services w~en we pay o~r taxes and 

25 therefore, we have a right to accountability. 
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2::. 

We're not getting it. You're dolng what you 

want to do and I hate to say this, but it 

almost looks as though you're trying to 

preserve my job. Now, that isn't right. 

were hired to get the waste out of West 

Valley, period. 

You J 
And you're wondering \vhy <J.m I coming 

in here and hammering away at this. I went to 

10 Hanford years ago, back in the '70s. My 

11 cousln, Bill Pickering, worked for the Hanford 

12 Facility as a sheet metal man and used to make 

13 the duct work for the air conditioning and 

14 that sort of stuff. He died of leukemia and 

15 cancer from that facility. That facility lS 

16 upstream from the Snake River and the Colu~ia 

17 River and if it leaks, it will pollute all ~he 

18 salmon that goes up and do\lm that river. The 

:9 American public doesn't need that kind of a 

?.0 food supply. The waste material that we got 

21 here should not be shipped to Hanford. 

22 Now, I don't know about the stuff 

23 going involved with Savannah River. 

24 don't l<now how good that facility is, but I do 

25 know that Hanford should not pick up our waste 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

22 

and then ship it somewhere else because all 

the time it's sitting there, it's a hazard 

everything on the -- on the west coast. 
} 

I don't know what else to 

except that this thing lS il:egal. 

do it. 

tell you l 
You cannot J 24 1 

!1·rt1en I went to Court against 

Bethlehem, the filing fee I told you at the 

last meeting was a hundred and fifty dollars. 

Today I got a letter that said you'll have to 

serve the Attorney General of the UP.ited 

States because the Pension Benefit Corporation 

is a -- is a government agency. Well, the 

United States Marshall is doing that and lt 

cost eighc bucks. It would also cost eight 

bucks for another service on the local guy 

down in Buffalo. 

These kinds of :hings, when you make 

when you go to change the law, you just 

don't do it by yourself. You've got to go 

through the proper channels and the proper 14.1 

cnannels is to go up to the Execu:ive 

Department, say to the President, this is the 

way we thi~k it should be and then he shou~d 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

:7 

:a 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

23 

go to the Cong.ress and say, fellows, this J.S J 
what they presented me. This is the way it 

should be. Change it. That's all all I've 24 1 

been saying to you. Change it and get it 1n 

line the way ~t should be. -

It's not that --you're alive today 

because you haven't made any engineerJ.ng 

mistakes, but you're about to make them from 

the legal standpoint of view and a:so, from 
~..j. 5 

the engineering point of view, especially if 

you ship offsite material that should not be 

shipped offsite until it's ready to be finally 

disposed of. 

I had thun:< about putti::1.g it into a 

rocket and shipping :.t out in one of these 

holes, b!.ack holes. But the other day thr>rc 

was an article in the paper about microcracks 

in both of the space shuttles in which the t.,.,·o 

ladies died. I don't want to ship anymore 

stuff out -- out that way. I jon' t want to seP 

the internatlonal in~ersolar system messed up 

because we goofed t:.p r1ght t.ere. Keep the J 
waste here until you get it the way it can Ce ~4 ~ 

disposed of permanentJ..y and then do it and do 
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it rJ.ght. Go to the Congress and say, this 

is the way we're supposed to do it. This is 

the way we feel it should be done and then 

come back and do it. Thank you. 

MR. CHAM3ERLAIN, Thank you, Jim. 

That's the end of the commentors who have 

signed up. Is there anyone else who WO'.Jld 

like to make a comnent this evenu:g? If r.ot, 

10 then 

11 MR. SULLIVAN' John, should I 

12 clarify one thing about High Level Waste? 

13 MR. CHAMBERLAIN: Sure. 

14 !'-1R. SULLIVAN: I said that 

15 basically Lhey are empty. We rerr.oved all 

16 ~an so I mean Jim is right. There's a small 

17 amour.t of waste still in the tanks, but they 

18 are basically empty. That was my point. 

19 MR. CHAMBERLAIN, Anyone else? 

20 Okay. Thank you very much. This \-Jill 

21 conclude the meeting. We will wait here 

22 certainly to see lf anyone else comes that my 

23 wish to comment. Sir? 

24 MR. OLMSTED' My name is Jeremy 

25 Olmsted. I'm from Springville. 

EDITH E. FORBES (585) 343-8612 

24 

J: 
"lj 
;:;· 
~ 
~ 
t§ 
'tl 

~ 
"' ~ 
~ ;::: 

o% 
~ 
~ 
~ 
VJ 



tTl 
I ...... 

0 
N 

Document #0024: Responses 

24.1. The West Valley Demonstration Project Act (Public Law 
No. 96-368, included in Appendix A of this EIS) requires 
DOE to decontaminate and decommission the tanks and 
other facilities of the Western New York Service Center in 
which the HL W solidified under the project was stored 
(Section 2(a)(5)). The statute also states that DOE must 
prepare required environmental impact analyses of the 
project (Section 2(b)(3)(D)). In DOE's view, the West 
Valley Demonstration Project Act allows the preparation of 
more than one EIS and no further legislation is required. 

24.2. DOE has removed all of the HL W in the tanks, although a 
small amount remains that cannot be removed. 

24.3. The West Valley Demonstration Project Act requires DOE 
to solidify HL W by vitrification or other effective 
technology, develop containers for the permanent disposal of 
HL W, transport the solidified HL W to an appropriate federal 
repository for permanent disposal, and decontaminate and 
decommission the tanks and other facilities of the Western 
New York Service Center in which the HL W solidified 
under the project was stored (Section 2(a)). DOE has met or 
will meet all of the vitrification, waste management, and 
decommissioning requirements set forth in the West Valley 
Demonstration Project Act. 

24.4. DOE recognizes the increased environmental impacts 
inherent in shipping waste offsite for storage prior to 
disposal, including increased transportation risk and human 
health risks to workers and the public at the offsite locations. 
These impacts are analyzed and acknowledged in the Draft 
and Final WVDP Waste Management EISs. Appropriate 
NEP A reviews would be conducted before any decision 
were made to ship specific TRU waste or HL W volumes to 

an offsite location for interim storage. Such reviews would 
address site-specific and cumulative impacts, including the 
availability of existing storage capacity, the need for 
additional storage capacity, and impacts to workers and the 
affected public. 

24.5. TRU waste at WVDP could be disposed of at WIPP if the 
waste is determined to meet the requirements for disposal in 
that repository. If some or all ofWVDP's TRU does not 
meet these requirements, DOE would need to explore other 
alternatives for disposal of the waste. Additional NEP A 
review would be conducted if DOE were to propose to 
dispose ofTRU waste at a location other than WIPP. 

HL W generated at the WVDP site is eligible for disposal in a 
geologic repository. This waste volume (up to 300 canisters) 
was specifically analyzed in the Yucca Mountain Repository 
EIS (Appendix A, Section A.2.3.5.1). The shipment of 
waste to offsite locations for interim storage is not DOE's 
preferred alternative. Under the preferred alternative 
(Alternative A), TRU waste and HL W would continue to be 
stored at the WVDP site until such time as disposal offsite 
could be arranged. 
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MR. CHAMBERLAIN' Jeremy, if 

you'd come up to the podium. 

MR. OLMSTED' Sure. 

MR. CHAl'IBERLAIN, If you don't 

mind, it will just make it a little easier for 

her to hear. 

t'.R. OL>1STED, Ol'Tlsted, 

o~L-M-8-T-E-D, with apologies to my companion, 

10 James Pickering, I would offer the comment as 

11 to whether just what effect do -- does the 

12 decision making the bureaucratic channels 

t'I'l 
I 13 of decision making have on the technological -0 

V.> 14 competency of doing thei~ job? A~d my lnitial 

15 feeli.:1g is that it won't change the abilities 

C6 of the people who are carrying out the work 

17 here at the Demons~ration Site. End of 

18 comment. 

19 MR. CHAMBERLAIN' Okay. Thank 

20 you, Jeremy. Anyone else? okay, thank you. 

21 {Whereupon the proceed1ngs were then 

22 cone 1 uded. ) 

23 

24 

25 
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C E R T I F I C A T E 

I, Doreen M. Shar~ck, do hereby certify that I 

have reported in stenotype sho.!'tha.:l.d the proceedings 

in the Public Comment Sess~on for the Draft West 

Valley DemonstYation Project '('jaste Management 

E:wironmental Impact Statement, held at the Ashford 

10 Office Complex, 9030 Route 219, Ashford, New York, 

:r en Wednesday, June 11, 2003; 

:2 And that such transcript, numbered pages one 

2)1 
:3 through twenty-five, is an accurate and con.-ect 

:4 record of my stenotype notes. 

15 

16 

17 

/J!JteuJkJAd11th 18 

19 Doreen M. Sharick, Notary Public 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2.; 

25 
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